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5.1  Introduction 

Cumulative  effects  are  those  impacts  on  the  environment  which  result  from  the  incremental 
impact  of  the  action  when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
actions  in  the  Cumulative  Effects  Study  Areas  (CESAs),  regardless  of  what  agency  or  person 
undertakes  such  other  actions.  Cumulative  impacts  can  result  from  individually  minor,  but 
collectively  significant  actions  taken  over  a period  of  time.  Major  past  and  present  land  uses 
and  disturbances  in  the  area,  which  are  also  projected  to  continue  into  the  future,  include: 
roads,  wildfires,  livestock  grazing,  agriculture,  and  mining.  Dispersed  recreation  (including 
hunting  and  fishing)  and  residential  development  also  occur  in  parts  of  the  CESAs. 

The  size  of  CESAs  for  this  FEIS  varies  by  resource.  The  configuration  of  the  Proposed  Action 
and  Action  Alternative,  as  well  as  public  comment  input  gathered  for  this  EIS,  provided  the 
foundation  for  identifying  CESAs.  Cumulative  effects  should  be  evaluated  in  terms  of  the 
specific  resource,  ecosystem,  and  human  community  being  impacted.  An  attempt  was  made  for 
each  environmental  resource  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  the  environmental  effect  could  be 
reasonably  detected  and  then  include  the  geographic  areas  of  resources  that  could  be  impacted 
by  the  environmental  effect.  However,  for  simplicity,  ease  of  cumulative  impact  analysis,  and  in 
an  attempt  to  avoid  having  only  slightly  different  CESAs  for  a number  of  resources,  CESA 
boundaries  were  left  identical  for  multiple  resources  where  it  seemed  reasonable  and 
conservative  to  do  so.  The  CESA  boundaries  are  reasonably  sized  to  prevent  dilution  of  the 
cumulative  effects  over  large  areas.  Guidance  from  the  CEQ,  “Considering  Cumulative  Effects  - 
January  1997,”  was  used  in  identifying  geographic  boundaries  and  ultimately  the  CESA  for  each 
resource.  The  CESA  for  each  environmental  resource  - and  the  rationale  for  its  boundaries  - is 
described  below  in  each  specific  resource  subsection.  Maps  for  the  various  CESAs  are  also 
included. 

Table  5.1-1  details  the  land  ownership  by  CESA.  The  information  in  this  table  will  be  referred  to 
throughout  the  discussions  by  resource  topic  in  the  proceeding  sections. 

Appendix  5A  provides  a complete  list  and  brief  descriptions  of  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects  that  contribute  to  cumulative  effects.  Many  of  these  projects  are  specifically 
discussed  under  the  resource  discussions  that  follow. 

Table  5.1-2  details  the  existing  quantifiable  land  uses  within  each  CESA  that  will  be  discussed 
by  resource  topic  in  the  proceeding  sections. 

Table  5.1-3  details  the  future  quantifiable  land  uses  within  each  CESA  that  will  be  discussed  by 
resource  topic  in  the  proceeding  sections,  and  that  are  detailed  in  Appendix  5A.  Resources  are 
presented  in  this  table  by  CESA  footprint.  Detailed  descriptions  of  most  of  the  projects  are 
provided  in  Section  5.2.  Projects  that  are  not  discussed  in  Section  5.2  are  detailed  under  the 
resource  topic  for  which  they  are  evaluated. 

NV  Energy  proposed  in  2006  to  construct  and  operate  a coal-fueled  electric  generating  facility 
about  20  miles  north  of  Ely,  in  White  Pine  County,  Nevada,  referred  to  as  the  Ely  Energy  Center 
(EEC)  (BLM  2009a).  NV  Energy  announced  in  February  2009  its  plan  to  postpone  development 
of  the  EEC  indefinitely  and  proceed  with  just  the  transmission  facilities  component  of  the  original 
project  to  connect  NVE’s  northern  and  southern  service  territories.  NV  Energy  submitted  a 
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revised  Plan  of  Development  and  ROW  application  to  the  BLM  specifically  for  the  ON  Line 
Project;  because  the  previous  application  was  withdrawn  and  the  current  application  does  not 
include  the  EEC,  the  EEC  is  not  considered  a reasonably  foreseeable  project  and  will  not  be 
included  in  the  following  cumulative  effects  analysis. 

A number  of  actions  listed  in  Appendix  5A  could  potentially  affect  large  acreages  in  the  CESA, 
however,  because  these  actions  are  more  programmatic  in  nature  rather  than  project-specific, 
there  are  uncertainties  about  how  specific  projects  will  be  carried  out  in  the  future.  For  this 
reason,  these  projects  are  not  included  in  Table  5.1-3  below,  but  are  listed  separately  in  Table 
5.1-4. 
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TABLE  5.1-1  LAND  OWNERSHIP  BY  CESA 
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TABLE  5.1-2  EXISTING  QUANTIFIABLE  LAND  USES  BY  CESA 
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TABLE  5.1-3  POTENTIAL  QUANTIFIABLE  PERMANENT  DISTURBANCE  (IN  ACRES)  FROM  REASONABLY  FORESEEABLE 

PROJECTS 
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TABLE  5.1-4  PROGRAMMATIC  ACTIONS  AND  POTENTIAL  DISTURBANCE  ACREAGE 
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5.2  Water  Resources 


5.2.1  CESA  Boundary 

Surface  Water  Resources  - The  CESA  for  surface  water  resources  is  a 2.5-mile  buffer  either 
side  of  the  ON  Line  Project  footprint  (Figure  5.2-1).  The  total  area  of  this  CESA  is  954,373 
acres  and  includes  BLM,  USFS,  USFWS,  BIA,  and  private  lands. 

Groundwater  Resources  - Groundwater  resources  would  not  be  affected  directly  or  indirectly  by 
the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative,  as  described  in  Chapter  4,  thus  there  would  be  no 
cumulative  impacts.  Therefore,  no  additional  consideration  of  groundwater  resources  is  included 
in  this  chapter. 

Wetlands  - The  CESA  for  wetlands  would  be  the  same  as  that  described  for  surface  water 

(Figure  5.2-1). 

Rationale 

Surface  Water  Resources  - The  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action 
Alternative  on  flow  and  quality  of  surface  streams  would  be  limited  to  direct  disturbance  areas, 
which  are  confined  within  the  larger  boundaries  along  the  linear  facilities. 

Wetlands  - Wetlands  are  supported  by  surface  water  and  near-surface  ground  water.  Wetland 
resources  in  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative  alignments  would  be  avoided  by  design 
(Section  4.2. 3.2).  Impacts  by  the  project  on  wetlands  should  not  be  noticeable  beyond  the 
project  area. 

5.2.2  Introduction 
Water  Rights 

Water  physically  available  for  use  in  any  water  basin  is  the  difference  between  the  water  coming 
into  the  basin  (e.g.,  from  precipitation  or  other  basins),  minus  water  consumed  through  natural 
and  anthropogenic  uses,  and  any  change  in  basin  storage.  Water  rights  are  a legal  requirement 
for  use  of  water  in  Nevada,  and  represent  the  cumulative  use  of  water  by  people  living  and 
working  in  the  State.  The  Nevada  State  Engineer’s  Office  is  responsible  for  administering  water 
rights  in  a way  that  ensures  that  water  will  be  put  to  beneficial  use,  and  that  water  used  will  not 
exceed  that  which  is  available  on  an  annual  basis. 

Surface  Water  Resources 

Surface  water  hydrology  of  the  project  area  is  described  in  Section  3.2  of  this  document  and 
depicted  on  Figure  3.2-1.  Direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  the  construction  and  operation  of  the 
transmission  line  and  associated  facilities  are  described  in  Section  4.2.  Potential  cumulative 
effects  to  surface  water  resources  within  the  CESA  can  occur  from  any  surface  disturbance, 
change  in  vegetation,  surface  water  withdrawal  for  irrigation  or  other  purposes;  change  in  land 
use  or  alteration  of  natural  drainage  patterns;  and  deposition  impacts  that  change  water  quality. 

Water  quality  is  discussed  in  Section  3.2. 3.2,  including  water  quality  degradation  that  is 
attributed  to  past  and  current  development. 
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Wetlands 


Locations  and  descriptions  of  wetlands  in  the  project  area  are  found  in  a report  by  JBR  (2007a), 
which  is  summarized  in  Section  3.2.3. 3.  These  include  naturally  occurring  wetlands,  as  well  as 
those  created  by  developed  facilities  (e.g.,  irrigation  reservoirs,  irrigation  or  drainage  ditches)  or 
heavily  influenced  by  anthropogenic  development.  See  also  Figures  3.2-1  a-d.  Naturally 
occurring  wetlands  are  primarily  associated  with  surface  water  features  such  as  streams  and 
springs,  but  wetlands  in  the  CESA  also  occur  as  wet  meadows  in  areas  of  local  high 
groundwater.  The  USGS  estimates  that  52  percent  of  native  wetlands  in  Nevada  have  been 
lost  since  European  settlement.  According  to  USGS  (1996): 

More  than  one-half  of  Nevada's  original  wetlands  have  been  lost,  primarily  due  to 
conversion  of  wetlands  to  cropland  and  diversion  of  water  for  agricultural  and  urban  use; 
many  others  have  been  seriously  degraded  by  human  activities.  Some  wetlands  have 
been  created  by  mine  dewatering  and  sewage  treatment. 

5.2.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 
Surface  Water  Resources 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  surface  water  resources  is  surface  disturbance,  which  is 
directly  affected  by  land  use.  Impacts  can  be  to  water  quality  or  water  quantity,  which  are 
interrelated  in  many  cases  (see  Section  3.2.2).  Types  of  development  that  might  affect  surface 
water  resources  would  include  road  construction  and  maintenance,  livestock  grazing,  timber 
harvest,  agricultural  activities,  residential  development,  energy  development,  recreational 
trails/facilities,  utility  corridors,  landfills,  and  mining  activities.  Point-source  wastewater  and 
storm  drain  discharges  from  urbanization  and  industrial  development  are  regulated  under 
National  Pollution  Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  permitting,  which  minimizes  their 
impact  on  receiving  surface  water  quality.  Non-point  storm  water  runoff  from  land  uses  such  as 
transportation  corridors,  livestock  grazing,  and  timber  harvest  are  less  easily  regulated  and  have 
the  potential  to  affect  surface  water  quality  as  well  as  the  timing  and  volume  of  surface  water 
flows.  Events  such  as  wildfires  or  failed  culverts  can  have  impacts  on  water  quality. 

Analysis  of  cumulative  effects  on  surface  water  for  the  ON  Line  Project  is  simplified  by  NV 
Energy’s  proposed  use  of  existing  utility  corridors.  Active  grazing  and  agricultural  activities, 
including  irrigation,  dominate  surface  use  in  the  CESA. 

Land  Use 

Table  5.1-1  gives  land  ownership  by  acreage  and  Table  5.1-2  gives  land  uses  for  the  surface 
water  CESA.  Note  that  there  is  a great  range  of  potential  impacts  within  some  categories.  For 
example,  a paved  multi-lane  highway,  like  US-93,  has  different  impacts  than  an  unpaved, 
abandoned  logging  road.  Land  use  is  described  in  greater  detail  in  Sections  3.12,  4.12,  and 
5.12. 

Land  Management 

The  Lincoln  County  Lands  Act  of  2000,  the  Lincoln  County  Conservation,  Recreation,  and 
Development  Act  of  2004,  and  the  White  Pine  County  Conservation,  Recreation,  and 
Development  Act  of  2006  direct  the  management  of  lands  within  those  counties  through 
designation  and/or  release  of  wilderness  areas,  designation  of  OHV  trails,  conveyance  of  lands 
from  BLM  to  the  state  and  county,  provisions  for  land  disposals,  transfer  of  administrative 
jurisdiction  of  lands  between  federal  agencies,  establishment  of  utility  corridors,  and  other  land 
management  directives. 
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Changes  in  land  management  can  affect  water  use  and  management  and  thereby  water  quality 
and  quantity.  For  example,  the  White  Pine  County  Conservation,  Recreation,  and  Development 
Act  supports  the  funding  of  All  American  Canal  Projects,  which  guarantees  Nevada  the  right  to 
divert  and  consume  a portion  of  Lake  Mead  which  directly  impacts  water  quality  and  quantity. 
Utility  corridor  development  and  OHV  trail  use  contribute  to  surface  disturbance  which  can 
increase  sediment,  affect  quantity  and  timing  of  runoff,  and  impact  water  quality. 

Agriculture,  Forestry,  and  Similar  Sources  of  Surface  Disturbance 

Other  anthropogenic  impacts  to  surface  water  in  the  CESA  include  reservoirs  in  the  White  River 
Basin,  such  as  those  in  the  Kirch  Wildlife  Management  Area  in  Nye  County  (Tule  Field,  Hay 
Meadow,  and  Whipple  reservoirs)  (NDOW  2007d).  Irrigation  reservoirs,  diversions,  and  delivery 
systems  (e.g.,  ditches)  impact  surface  water  by  altering  natural  drainage  systems  as  well  as  the 
timing  and  volume  of  runoff.  Irrigated  agricultural  lands  can  result  in  increased  sediment  and 
nutrient  loads  in  surface  water. 

Agricultural  and  forestry  practices  can  alter  or  remove  vegetation  temporarily  or  over  long 
periods.  This  has  the  potential  to  increase  erosion  and  sediment  delivery  to  streams  or  other 
surface  water  features.  In  addition,  fertilizer  and  other  chemicals  applied  to  the  land  can  be 
carried  into  surface  water  bodies.  Table  5.1-2  lists  the  areal  extent  of  agriculture  and  related 
land  uses  in  the  CESA. 

An  ecosystem  enhancement  project  is  partly  within  the  surface  water  CESA,  the  White  Pine 
Sagebrush  Restoration  Project  enhanced  sagebrush  habitat  and  reduced  the  risk  of  large  scale, 
high  severity  wildfire  throughout  approximately  19,000  acres  between  Currant  Summit  and 
Ellison  Creek,  using  various  mechanical  treatments  on  pinyon,  juniper,  and  sagebrush.  The 
Lowry  Hazardous  Fuels  Reduction  and  Ecosystem  Enhancement  Project  occurred  within 
several  CESAs.  For  this  project,  3,253  acres  were  subject  to  mechanical  treatment  and  844 
acres  for  prescribed  fire  treatment.  Projects  like  these  cause  short-term  disturbance  but  long- 
term benefits  to  water  resources  by  reducing  wildfire  risk,  restoring  native  vegetation  to  pre- 
development conditions,  and,  in  some  cases,  increasing  water  yield. 

Vegetation  loss  and  soil  permeability  can  be  severely  impacted  by  wildfires  and  efforts  to  control 
them.  During  the  last  ten  years,  over  83,267  acres  within  the  CESA  burned,  and  most  notably, 
nearly  67,442  of  those  acres  burned  in  2005  (BLM  2007h).  Widespread  burning  of  lands  can 
result  in  deposition  of  sediment  in  surface  water;  loss  of  riparian  areas  (shading  of  streams  and 
temperature  effects);  change  in  quantity  and  timing  of  runoff;  and  loss  of  the  organic  soil  layer, 
impeding  new  vegetation  and  infiltration.  Fuels  reduction  and  habitat  restoration  projects  may 
have  similar  effects  in  the  short-term,  but  beneficial  effects  in  the  long-term  by  reducing  the 
incidence  of  catastrophic  wild  fire. 

Community  Development 

Community  development  can  affect  quantity  and  timing  of  storm  water  runoff.  Hardscaping, 
such  as  buildings,  roads,  and  parking  lots,  can  affect  surface  water  by  reducing  or  eliminating 
infiltration  over  large  areas  and  changing  drainage  patterns.  This,  in  turn,  affects  the  timing  and 
quantity  of  overland  flow  and  runoff  to  surface  water  features,  and  can  lead  to  increased 
sediment  yield  by  increasing  the  erosion  potential  of  runoff  by  concentrating  it.  Table  5.1-2 
gives  an  indication  of  overall  urbanization,  roads,  and  industrial  land  uses  within  the  CESA. 
Most  roads  and  hardscaping  development  in  recent  years  has  integrated  infiltration  basins  and 
other  best  management  practices  into  their  storm  water  design  and  permitting,  substantially 
mitigating  the  effect  of  development  on  surface  water  resources. 
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Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  and  Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Development  associated  with  extractive  industry  (mining,  oil/gas  exploration)  includes  road 
construction,  drilling,  mining  disturbance,  dewatering,  and  supportive  facilities.  Extractive 
industry  disturbance  is  more  likely  to  be  long-term  in  nature  as  the  extractive  process  is  lengthy, 
and  rehabilitation  of  disturbances  can  take  many  years.  The  extractive  industry  can  impact 
water  quality  through  increased  acidity,  metals,  nutrients,  or  sediment  in  the  water.  Mining  can 
affect  both  surface  and  ground  water  resources,  and,  in  some  cases,  consumes  substantial 
quantities  of  water. 

Section  3.3.3.3  describes  the  mining  districts  within  the  CESA  or  adjacent  to  it.  Table  3.3-2 
shows  the  project  element  nearest  to  each  mining  district,  the  mineral  commodities  (e.g.,  gold, 
copper,  phosphate),  and  the  mining  claim  number  for  active  claims.  Figure  3.3-4  shows  the 
locations  of  the  districts.  Table  5.3-2  expands  on  Table  3.3-2  to  include  a larger  area  (the 
minerals  CESA),  and  historical  context  to  mining  in  the  area.  Section  3.3.3.3  also  shows  active 
oil  and  gas  leases  in  the  area  and  authorized  geothermal  leases.  The  preceding  was  obtained 
primarily  from  BLM  databases.  In  addition  to  the  active  mines  and  oil  and  gas  leases,  there  are 
mining  claims  within  the  project  area  that  have  been  abandoned  or  patented  (BLM  2007h),  such 
as  a portion  of  the  Robinson  Nevada  Mine  (Mine  Development  Associates  2004),  22  miles  west 
of  Ely. 

Abandoned  mines  can  be  troublesome  for  surface  water,  since  many  of  them  were  mined 
before  environmental  regulations,  reclamation  bonding,  or  other  types  of  permitting  went  into 
effect.  At  some  sites,  disturbed  areas  do  not  support  plant  growth,  particularly  on  tailings  or 
waste  rock  depositories.  Consequently,  these  sites  may  yield  higher  sediment  loads,  acid  mine 
drainage,  metals,  and  other  water  quality  contaminants.  The  Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines  and 
Geology  (NBMG)  estimates  that  there  are  as  many  as  225,000  to  310,000  inactive  and 
abandoned  mine  sites  statewide,  including  102,464  that  had  been  digitized  statewide  as  of  1995 
(NBMG  1995). 

Table  5.3-1  shows  current  sand  and  gravel  operations  in  the  geology  CESA,  and  Section  5.3 
describes  other  current,  historic,  and  anticipated  mining  activities  in  the  project  area.  Gravel  pits 
can  result  in  deposition  of  sediment  in  surface  waters,  as  well  as  changes  in  drainage  patterns. 
Landfills  in  the  project  area  are  discussed  in  Section  5.19. 

Grazing 

In  the  case  of  the  water  resources  CESA  the  predominant  land  use  is  grazing  for  livestock  and 
for  wild  horses.  Figures  3.9-1  a,  3.9-1  b,  and  Figure  3.9-2  show  BLM  grazing  allotments  and  the 
HMA,  which  are  described  in  Sections  3.9  and  4.9,  under  Range  Resources.  Grazing  can 
result  in  loss  of  vegetation  leading  to  increased  sediment  delivery,  promotion  of  less  palatable 
species,  loss  of  riparian  vegetation,  increased  nutrients  in  surface  waters,  and  stream  bank 
failure  due  to  trampling  and  loss  of  riparian  vegetation.  BLM  is  reducing  grazing  impacts  through 
increased  monitoring  and  use  restrictions  on  new  and  renewed  grazing  leases. 

Industrial  Development 

The  Apex  Industrial  Park  (the  Park)  is  located  at  the  southern  tip  of  the  CESA  in  Clark  County.  It 
is  noteworthy  that  the  Park  appears  to  represent  substantial  industrial  development  in  close 
proximity  to  the  project  area.  The  Park  consists  of  21,000  acres  with  contiguous  lots  ranging 
from  5 to  500  acres.  The  Park  is  zoned  to  allow  most  industrial  uses,  pays  no  corporate  income 
tax,  and  has  utility  services  access,  including  electric  transmission  and  distribution  service,  an 
interstate  natural  gas  pipeline,  and  fiber-optic  communications  capability.  The  Park  currently 
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contains  operating  power  plants,  as  well  as  quarries,  industrial  facilities,  and  landfills.  Existing 
utility  infrastructure  includes  Harry  Allen  Substation,  Chuck  Lenzie  Generating  Station, 
numerous  transmission  lines,  and  other  types  of  utilities  (such  as  underground  petroleum 
pipelines).  The  electric  generating  plants  here  use  dry  cooling  which  reduces  water 
consumption  compared  to  wet-cooled  plants.  Permitting  requirements  under  the  federal  CWA 
have  mitigated  impacts  from  wastewater  at  industrial  facilities. 

The  Western  Elite  (Bedrock)  property  is  located  approximately  5 miles  north  of  the  Lincoln/Clark 
County  line  along  US-93.  The  Western  Elite  (Bedrock)  Land  fill  consists  of  83  acres.  This 
includes  an  open  gravel  pit  for  dumping. 

Recreation 

BLM’s  Ely  District  contains  the  majority  of  the  area  within  the  CESA.  OHV  activity  is  a popular 
recreational  pursuit  in  Nevada  (see  Section  3.14).  OHVs  are  notably  destructive  of  natural 
resources  under  some  conditions,  damaging  vegetation,  compacting  soils  in  some  areas  and 
breaking  up  soil  in  others.  These  impacts  lead  to  increased  erosion,  changes  in  infiltration  of 
precipitation,  and  mobilization  of  sediment.  Restricting  OHV  use  to  well  defined  and  maintained 
areas  can  substantially  mitigate  impacts  to  water  resources. 

Roads 

Roads  within  the  CESA  result  in  changes  in  drainage  patterns,  vegetation,  infiltration,  and 
wetlands.  Sanding  and  deicer  materials  may  affect  vegetation  and  result  in  vegetative  loss, 
ultimately  impacting  water  quality  through  increased  sedimentation.  BLM’s  Ely  District  RMP 
(2008a)  currently  restricts  OHV  use  to  existing  roads  and  trails.  Previously,  OHV  use  on  the  Ely 
District  was  unrestricted,  and  present  use  within  the  BLM’s  Southern  Nevada  District  is 
unrestricted.  Unrestricted  use  of  OHVs  results  in  creation  of  a network  of  social  roads  that  lead 
to  a wide  range  of  resource  impacts.  Vehicular  trails  greatly  increase  sediment  delivery, 
overland  flow,  flood  risk,  and  erosion,  while  decreasing  vegetation. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Existing  power  production  and  transmission  within  the  CESA  includes  the  Harry  Allen  complex 
consisting  of  the  generating  station,  switchyards,  and  substations;  and  segments  of  numerous 
transmission  lines.  Individual  utility  ROWs  within  the  CESA  have  been  developed  for  power 
transmission,  and  placement  of  water  and  gas  pipelines  and  fiber  optic  cable.  The  majority  of 
acreage  disturbed  within  the  CESA  by  utilities  installation  (for  example,  transmission  lines 
associated  with  the  Harry  Allen  Substation;  and  existing  SNWA,  Lincoln  County  and  NV  Energy 
transmission  lines)  is  in  the  southern  portion  of  the  CESA.  Approximately  90  miles  of  the  SWIP 
Utility  Corridor  contains  an  existing  Lincoln  County  and  NV  Energy  69  kV  line. 

The  Kern  River  gas  pipeline  enters  the  southern  tip  of  the  CESA  and  terminates  in  the  Apex 
Industrial  Park.  The  project  consists  of  a 36-inch  diameter  natural  gas  pipeline  originating  in  Salt 
Lake  City,  Utah. 

Lincoln  County  Power  District  #1’s  Alamo  69  kV  Transmission  Project  involved  upgrades  to  the 
existing  Alamo  North  Substation  and  construction  of  approximately  12  miles  of  69  kV  power  line 
within  the  existing  permitted  BLM  ROW  (N-63042),  construction  of  approximately  one  mile  of 
new  69  kV  power  line  on  BLM-administered  lands,  and  construction  of  approximately  1 .5  miles 
of  69  kV  power  line  on  private  lands.  The  disturbance  associated  with  this  project  was  212 
acres  and  mostly  within  the  designated  LCCRDA  utility  corridor. 
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Utility  line  construction  and  operation  can  increase  sediment,  affect  quantity  and  timing  of  runoff, 
and  adversely  impact  water  quality.  Construction  of  power  generation  facilities  and  towers 
supporting  associated  transmission  lines  have  had  short-term  adverse  impacts  due  to  ground 
disturbance,  and  permanent  adverse  effects  on  water  resources  as  existing  permeable  surfaces 
(vegetated  areas)  have  been  replaced  by  structures  creating  impermeable  surfaces.  Placement 
of  existing  water  supply  lines,  gas  lines,  and  fiber  optic  cable  within  utility  ROWs  also  have 
resulted  in  ground-disturbing  activities.  However,  because  there  are  little  or  no  surface  facilities 
associated  with  these  buried  lines,  there  would  be  minor  permanent  impacts. 

Wastewater  Discharge 

NDEP  Bureau  of  Water  Pollution  Control  reports  no  industrial  NPDES  permits  for  discharge  of 
wastewater  to  surface  water  in  the  project  area  (Kaminski  2007).  All  sources  permitted  for 
wastewater  disposal  are  classified  as  having  “zero  discharge  to  waters  of  the  State”  (Kaminski 
2007).  “Waters  of  the  State”  are  defined  as  follows  in  Nevada  Revised  Statutes  (NRS 
445A.415): 

All  waters  situated  wholly  or  partly  within  or  bordering  upon  this  State,  including  but  not 
limited  to: 

1.  All  streams,  lakes,  ponds,  impounding  reservoirs,  marshes,  water  courses, 

waterways,  wells,  springs,  irrigation  systems  and  drainage  systems;  and 

2.  All  bodies  or  accumulations  of  water,  surface  and  underground,  natural  or 

artificial. 

This  definition  is  quite  broad  and  inclusive,  covering  closed  basins  and  other  waterbodies  that 
are  not  federally  regulated  Waters  of  the  U.S.  (see  Section  3.2. 3.3). 

Wetlands 

Anthropogenic  influences  on  wetlands  within  the  CESA  are  described  in  Section  3.2.3.3.  A 
number  of  significant  wetland  features  in  the  CESA  were  created  and/or  maintained  as  a result 
of  human  development,  such  as  those  related  to  the  Kirch  WMA. 

5.2.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 
Surface  Water 

Land  Use 

Community  Development 

Another  prominent  development  within  the  CESA  that  would  result  in  surface  disturbance  will  be 
the  Coyote  Springs  community  development.  The  planned  development,  currently  in  initial 
stages  of  construction,  is  on  private  property  located  on  the  Clark/Lincoln  County  line,  east  of 
US-93  and  separated  from  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Range  by  the  highway  and  the  SWIP 
Utility  Corridor.  The  development  is  planned  for  a total  of  43,000  acres,  of  which  12,000  acres 
are  planned  for  a nature  preserve,  trail  system,  parks,  open  spaces,  and  multi-species  habitat. 
In  addition,  the  development  is  planned  to  include  a 17-acre  lake  (Las  Vegas  Review-Journal 
2007)  and  several  golf  courses,  one  of  which  (The  Chase)  is  already  complete  (Coyote  Springs 
Investment  2010).  Recently,  Coyote  Springs  Development  set  aside  a 9,000  acre  site  for  solar 
power  generation,  as  part  of  the  planned  development  (Coyote  Springs  Investment  2010).  The 
first  phase  of  development  is  planned  to  include  13,000  acres  in  Clark  County,  3,000  acres  of 
which  would  accommodate  approximately  10,000  homes.  Coyote  Springs’  developers  own 
6,100  af/y  of  water  rights;  their  application  for  an  additional  16,000  af/y  brought  objections  from 
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federal  agencies  and  environmental  advocacy  groups.  The  Nevada  State  Engineer  has  put  a 
five-year  moratorium  on  new  water  rights  in  the  area  while  a study  of  sustainable  levels  of  water 
use  from  local  sources  can  be  completed.  The  moratorium  is  delaying  construction  of  the 
project. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  and  Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Oil  and  gas  exploration  and  development  are  accelerating  in  the  CESA,  with  BLM  and  the  USFS 
actively  leasing  lands  for  this  use.  The  Humboldt-Toiyabe  National  Forest  released  a ROD  for 
the  White  Pine  & Grant-Quinn  Oil  and  Gas  Leasing  authorizing  255,603  acres  of  National  Forest 
for  oil  and  gas  exploration  leases  (USFS  2007b).  The  ROD  minimizes  erosion  hazards  by 
restricting  leasing  on  hillsides  with  a high  potential  for  slope  failure  or  difficult  restoration  after 
project  completion;  the  ROD  also  stipulates  “No  Surface  Occupancy  - 30  meter  buffer  on 
perennial  streams,  springs,  ponds,  and  wet  meadows  and  15  meter  buffer  on  seasonal  or 
subsurface  streams”  (USFS  2007b)  as  a means  of  minimizing  impacts  on  surface  water  quality. 
Inspections,  regulations,  and  construction  requirements  for  the  handling  of  hazardous  materials 
and  the  drilling  and  construction  of  wells  would  minimize  the  risk  that  fresh  water  aquifers  would 
be  contaminated  through  the  exploration,  production,  and  closure  of  oil  and  gas  wells  (USFS 
2007b).  The  ON  Line  Proposed  Action  and/or  Action  Alternative  transmission  line  within  the 
SWIP  Utility  Corridor  would  cross  the  White  Pine  Division  of  the  USFS  project.  With  these  and 
other  restrictions  on  surface  occupancy,  road  construction,  and  seasonal  use,  oil  and  gas 
development  leasing  by  the  USFS  and  the  BLM  would  have  minor  cumulative  effect  on  water 
resources. 

Grazing 

The  majority  of  the  grazing  permits  within  the  CESA  are  managed  under  the  Ely  District  RMP. 
Under  the  RMP,  the  goal  is  to  manage  livestock  grazing  on  public  lands  to  provide  for  a level  of 
livestock  grazing  consistent  with  multiple  use,  sustained  yield,  and  watershed  function  and 
health.  The  objective  is  to  allow  livestock  grazing  to  occur  in  a manner  and  at  levels  consistent 
with  multiple  use,  sustained  yield,  and  the  standards  for  rangeland  health.  Management  actions 
in  support  of  this  goal  and  objective  include: 

• Continue  livestock  grazing  at  current  levels  of  545,267  AUMs  on  11,246,900  acres  on  a 
long-term  basis. 

• Unavailability  of  the  following  lands  for  livestock  grazing: 

o Mormon  Mesa,  Kane  Springs,  and  Beaver  Dam  Slope  ACECs  (203,670  acres); 

o Baker  Archeological  Site  ACEC  (80  acres)  and  Snake  Creek  Indian  Burial  Cave 
ACEC  (40  acres); 

o Leased  public  lands  associated  with  the  Coyote  Springs  Development  (6,200 
acres);  and 

o Private/Utah  Allotment  above  Beaver  Dam  State  Park  (4,400  acres). 

• Allowing  allotments  or  portions  of  allotments  within  desert  tortoise  habitat,  but  outside  of 
ACECs,  to  remain  at  current  stocking  levels  unless  a subsequent  evaluation  indicates  a 
need  to  change  the  stocking  level. 

• Continuing  to  monitor  and  evaluate  allotments  to  determine  if  they  are  continuing  to 
meet,  or  are  making  significant  progress  toward  meeting  the  standards  for  rangeland 
health.  Changes,  such  as  improved  livestock  management,  new  range  improvement 
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projects,  and  changes  in  the  amount  and  kinds  of  forage  permanently  available  for 
livestock  use,  can  lead  to  changes  in  preference,  authorized  season-of-use,  or  kind  of 
livestock.  Such  changes  will  continue  to  meet  the  RMP  goals  and  objectives,  including 
the  standards  for  rangeland  health. 

While  historic  grazing  practices  have  damaged  upland  and  riparian  vegetation  as  well  as  stream 
banks  and  water  quality,  public  agencies,  like  BLM,  are  promulgating  more  stringent  regulations 
for  new  and  renewed  grazing  leases  that  will  mitigate  these  impacts  to  water  resources  over 
time. 

Industrial  Development 

Approximately  6,000  acres  of  the  Apex  Industrial  Park  have  been  available  for  immediate  sale 
and  development  for  a wide  range  of  industrial  uses  for  the  past  8-10  years.  A privately  held 
travel-center  developer  plans  to  develop  a travel  center  at  the  intersection  of  1-15  and  US-93. 
Providing  access  to  US-93,  1-15,  and  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad,  the  Park  is  marketing  future 
development  of  commercial  business  (truck,  retail,  transportation,  lodging),  warehousing  and 
distribution,  light  and  heavy  industrial,  and  light  and  heavy  manufacturing.  Surface  disturbance 
related  to  this  development  could  affect  surface  water  quality  and  drainage  patterns.  These 
would  be  controlled  through  compliance  with  State  of  Nevada  requirements  for  storm  water 
pollution  prevention  BMPs. 

Recreation 

The  population  of  White  Pine  and  Lincoln  counties  may  temporarily  increase  with  construction  of 
the  ON  Line  Project  (Section  4.17.2.1  and  BLM  2008d).  The  Coyote  Springs  development 
could  permanently  increase  the  population  in  Lincoln  County.  Increased  population  could  likely 
also  increase  recreational  pressure  on  surrounding  public  lands.  Increased  ground  disturbance 
from  roads  and  trails  caused  by  increased  recreational  use  would  impact  water  resources. 

Roads 

Nevada  Department  of  Transportation,  the  counties,  and  federal  agencies  have  ongoing  road 
improvement  projects  in  their  jurisdictions  (see  Appendix  5A,  Past,  Present  and  Reasonably 
Foreseeable  Projects).  Disturbance  during  construction,  and  increased  hardscaping,  affect  the 
timing,  quantity,  and  quality  of  runoff  (e.g.,  suspended  and  dissolved  sediment),  but  standards 
for  storm  water  management  on  new  roads  and  on  road  improvement  projects  mitigate  these 
impacts  to  a minor  level. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Two  major  planning  efforts  identified/designated  federal  utility  corridors:  The  West-Wide  Energy 
Corridor  (WWEC)  Programmatic  EIS  (PEIS)  and  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor.  The  WWEC  (BLM 
2009b)  encompasses  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  (BLM  1998a,  2008a).  These  corridor  projects 
address  the  same  utility  corridor  within  the  CESA  in  their  planning  (NEPA)  documents.  These 
designated  corridors  provide  for  utility  development  in  support  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  of  2005. 

The  WWEC  PEIS  plans  for  a 3,500-foot-wide  corridor  where  possible,  and  specifies  actual 
widths  allotted  along  various  segments.  Within  the  project  area,  the  width  varies  from  2,640  to 
3,500  feet. 

Segments  of  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  proposed  for  the  transmission  line  alignment  associated 
with  the  ON  Line  Project  (Segments  6C,  8,  9B,  9C  (Action  Alternative),  9D,  and  portions  of 
Segment  1 1 ) are  generally  designated  to  be  2,640  feet  wide  in  the  WWEC  PEIS,  although  some 
portions  are  up  to  3,500  feet  wide. 
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The  Lincoln  County  Conservation,  Recreation,  and  Development  Act  (LCCRDA),  enacted  on 
November  30,  2004,  became  Public  Law  108-424.  The  LCCRDA  designated  utility  corridors  to 
be  used  for  ROWs  for  roads,  wells,  pipelines,  power  lines  and  other  infrastructure  needed  for 
construction  and  operation  of  a water  conveyance  system  in  Lincoln  County.  The  LCCRDA 
corridor  width  is  3,500  feet  wide  in  the  area  where  a portion  of  Segment  10  (sub-alternative), 
which  could  be  utilized  under  the  Action  Alternative  of  the  ON  Line  Project,  would  be  located. 

Several  additional  utility  projects  have  been  proposed  and  are  in  various  stages  of  planning  and 
development,  including  the  SNWA  Ground  Water  Development  Project.  SNWA  has  submitted  a 
ROW  application  to  the  BLM  for  the  Groundwater  Development  Project  (GWD  Project)  in  Clark, 
Lincoln,  and  White  Pine  counties.  The  project  would  include  the  construction  and  operation  of 
groundwater  production,  conveyance,  and  treatment  facilities,  as  well  as  associated  power 
conveyance  facilities.  Specifically  the  project  components  would  include  306  miles  of  pipeline,  5 
pumping  stations,  6 regulating  tanks,  3 pressure  reducing  stations,  a buried  storage  reservoir,  a 
water  treatment  facility,  and  323  miles  of  power  line  with  2 associated  primary  substations  and  5 
secondary  substations.  The  GWD  Project  would  convey  170,000  af/y  of  water  from  5 
hydrographic  basins.  The  permanent  disturbance/ROW  for  this  project  is  estimated  to  be  7,888 
acres.  The  facilities  would  be  within  the  designated  utility  corridors  discussed  above. 

The  Kane  Springs  Valley  Groundwater  Development  Project  would  develop  a system  for 
tapping  groundwater  resources  in  the  Kane  Springs  Valley  Hydrographic  Basin.  The  proposed 
pipeline  would  have  the  capacity  to  transport  5,000  af/y  of  water.  The  project  would  be  located 
in  the  designated  utility  corridor  with  a permanent  disturbance  of  21  acres.  This  project  is 
scheduled  to  commence  in  2012  (Poulsen  2010). 

The  GBT  line  has  an  approved  ROW  that  was  previously  evaluated  in  the  SWIP  EIS  (BLM 
1993).  Two  minor  amendments  to  this  ROW  were  approved  in  2008  (BLM  2007d,  2008b),  but 
otherwise  the  GBT  line  alignment  follows  and  was  the  basis  for  defining  the  SWIP  Utility 
Corridor.  At  this  time,  the  GBT  line  ROW  is  the  only  approved  major  (>230  kV)  transmission 
line  ROW  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor.  Idaho  Power  originally  secured  the  permitted  ROW, 
but  has  subsequently  sold  its  rights  to  White  Pine  Energy  Associates  who  created  the  Great 
Basin  Transmission  LLC  and  transferred  the  ROW  to  this  entity.  The  GBT  line  project  would 
disturb  approximately  800  acres,  which  could  have  a negligible  to  minor  affect  on  water 
resources. 

With  the  high  percentage  of  public  land  in  Nevada,  linear  projects  must  undergo  public  scrutiny 
through  NEPA  and  are  subject  to  state  and  federal  environmental  regulation.  In  addition,  while 
buried  utilities  may  disturb  a significant  number  of  acres  during  construction,  permitting 
regulations  require  restoring  land  contours  and  prompt  revegetation  of  disturbed  areas  that  in 
the  long-term  generally  returns  the  majority  of  the  disturbed  areas  to  pre-existing  conditions, 
thus  minimizing  impacts  to  water  resources. 

White  Pine  Energy  Associates,  LLC.  (WPEA)  proposed  construction  of  a 1,590  MW,  coal-fired 
power  plant,  the  White  Pine  Energy  Station  (WPES),  approximately  34  miles  north  of  Ely, 
Nevada  (BLM  2008d).  The  proposed  WPEA  project  would  include  1 ,902  acres  of  temporary 
disturbance  and  1,510  acres  of  permanent  disturbance  for  the  power  plant,  transmission  lines 
from  the  plant  to  the  proposed  Thirtymile  Substation  adjacent  to  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor,  rail 
connection  to  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway,  a groundwater  supply  system,  distribution  power 
lines  for  the  plant  and  well  field,  and  an  aggregate  open  pit.  The  project  is  situated  within  the 
CESAs  for  air  quality,  land  use,  recreation,  special  designations,  and  socioeconomics;  however, 
only  the  proposed  transmission  lines  and  the  Thirtymile  Substation  would  be  situated  within  the 
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CESA  for  water  and  the  other  resources  with  the  same  CESA  footprint.  This  project  has  been 
postponed  by  WPEA  for  an  indefinite  period  of  time;  however,  because  the  BLM  issued  a ROW 
to  WPEA  for  the  project  in  2008,  it  is  considered  a reasonably  foreseeable  project. 

The  BLM  issued  a ROD  to  facilitate  geothermal  leasing  of  the  federal  mineral  estate  in  12 
western  states  (Geothermal  Energy  Leasing  Programmatic),  including  Nevada,  in  December 
2008.  This  decision  (1)  allocates  BLM  lands  as  open  to  be  considered  for  geothermal  leasing  or 
closed  for  geothermal  leasing,  and  identifies  those  National  Forest  System  lands  that  are  legally 
open  or  closed  to  leasing;  (2)  develops  a reasonably  foreseeable  development  scenario  that 
indicates  a potential  for  12,210  megawatts  of  electrical  generating  capacity  from  244  power 
plants  by  2025,  plus  additional  direct  uses  of  geothermal  resources.  The  ROD  amends  the  Elko, 
Wells,  and  Las  Vegas  RMPs,  opening  10,932,025  acres  to  geothermal  leasing  in  those  districts 
and  projecting  238  MW  of  production  by  2015  and  488  MW  of  production  by  2025. The  above 
described  power  generation  projects  are  entirely  outside  of  the  water  resources  CESA,  but  are 
mentioned  here  because  the  electricity  they  would  generate  would  potentially  be  transmitted  by 
the  ON  Line  Project  or  other  power  transmission  lines  within  the  water  resources  CESA. 

Currently,  the  Office  of  Energy  Efficiency  and  Renewable  Energy  (EERE),  Department  of 
Energy,  and  the  BLM,  Department  of  the  Interior,  are  in  the  process  of  preparing  a 
Programmatic  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PEIS)  to  1)  evaluate  utility-scale  solar  energy 
development,  2)  develop  and  implement  Agency-specific  programs  that  would  establish 
environmental  policies  and  mitigation  strategies  for  solar  energy  projects,  and  3)  amend 
relevant  BLM  land  use  plans  with  the  consideration  of  establishing  a new  BLM  solar  energy 
development  program  (EERE  and  BLM  no  date;  http://solareis.anl.gov/).  The  PEIS  will  identify 
public  lands  that  are  best  suited  to  solar  energy  development  in  six  states  (Arizona,  California, 
Colorado,  Nevada,  New  Mexico,  and  Utah),  will  identify  mitigation  strategies  and  BMPs  to  guide 
future  solar  energy  development,  and  look  at  the  possibility  of  identifying  additional  transmission 
corridors  specifically  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating  solar  energy  development.  The  solar  facilities 
would  be  large-scale  10  MW  or  larger  which  would  be  fed  into  high-voltage  transmission  lines. 
A utility  scale  solar  project,  which  generates  enough  power  for  tens  of  thousands  of  homes, 
requires  intense  solar  radiation  and  at  least  5 acres  for  each  MW  - a 250  MW  project  would 
need  1,250  acres  or  2 square  miles.  Seven  study  areas  or  tracts  have  been  identified  in 
Nevada:  Armagosa  Valley  Tract  (32,699  acres,  Nye  County),  Dry  Lake  Tract  (16,516  acres, 
Clark  County),  Delamar  Valley  Tract  (17,932  acres,  Lincoln  County),  Dry  Lake  Valley  North 
Tract  (49,775  acres,  Lincoln  County),  East  Mormon  Mountain  Tract  (7,418  acres,  Lincoln 
County),  Gold  Point  Tract  (5,830  acres,  Esmeralda  County),  and  Miller’s  Tract  (19,205  acres, 
Esmeralda  County).  These  acreages  reflect  areas  identified  as  having  potential  for  solar 
facilities;  they  are  not  actual  disturbance  acreages,  and  therefore  these  acreages  are  not 
included  in  Table  5.1-3.  Three  of  these  tracts  would  overlap  or  be  adjacent  to  the  ON  Line 
Project:  Dry  Lake,  Delamar  Valley,  and  Dry  Lake  Valley  North. 

Wetlands 

The  reasonably  foreseeable  developments  with  the  potential  to  impact  wetlands  in  the  CESA 
are  the  same  as  those  described  above. 
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5.2.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

Table  5.1-3  shows  the  acreage  that  would  be  disturbed  by  the  reasonably  foreseeable  activities 
in  the  CESA.  The  table  is  based  on  the  proposed  actions  as  described  in  the  respective  EISs, 
NOIs,  or  other  applicable  documents  that  describe  these  proposed  projects  and  the  acreages 
they  might  impact. 

Surface  Water 

Quantifying  the  past  and  present  surface  disturbance  in  the  CESA  requires  clarifying 
assumptions  for  a number  of  reasons,  including  the  following: 

• disturbances  from  various  sources  may  overlap,  such  as  utility  corridors  and  grazing 
allotments, 

• impacts  of  wildfires  on  a watershed,  or  the  extent  of  these  impacts,  cannot  always  be 
accurately  determined, 

• historical  disturbances,  such  as  abandoned  mines  and  old  roadways,  may  have  been 
reclaimed  naturally  over  time  or  by  agency  action;  and 

• filling  or  draining  of  wetlands  was  common  practice  for  many  years  and  acreage  was  not 
recorded,  therefore,  a baseline  or  starting  point  may  not  be  definite. 

Consequently,  the  past  and  present  surface  disturbance  in  the  CESA  that  could  actually  impact 
surface  water  could  range  from  the  sum  of  all  disturbances  in  the  CESA,  including  all  acres  in 
habitat  enhancement  projects,  grazing  allotments,  as  well  as  urban  areas,  highways,  mine 
tailings,  and  burned  areas  (Table  5.1-2).  However,  to  lump  all  types  of  disturbances  together 
would  not  provide  an  accurate  picture  of  the  CESA,  much  of  which,  though  grazed  or  burned,  is 
relatively  undisturbed.  Removing  these  disturbance  categories  (grazed  and  burned),  along  with 
habitat  enhancement  projects,  leaves  areas  of  long  term  disturbance,  and  a total  disturbed 
acreage  of  11,526  acres  or  1.2  percent  of  the  CESA.  Potential  future  quantifiable  permanent 
disturbance  totals  58,749  acres,  for  a total  of  70,275  acres,  which  represents  7.4  percent  of  the 
CESA. 

5.2.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Surface  Water 

Under  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative,  cumulative  effects  to  surface  water  resources 
in  the  surface  water  CESA  would  be  negligible.  Best  management  practices  and  storm  water 
management  during  construction  and  operation  would  prevent  any  significant  storm  water  runoff 
or  wastewater  from  disturbed  or  hardscaped  areas  from  reaching  surface  water  features, 
groundwater,  or  wetlands.  During  operations,  permitting  requirements  would  ensure  that  water 
quality  standards  are  met. 

Wetlands 

Under  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative,  cumulative  impacts  to  wetland  resources  in  the 
surface  water  CESA  would  be  minor,  if  any.  The  extensive  historical  damage  to  wetlands  has 
occurred  primarily  from  conversion  to  cropland  or  similar  activities  (see  Section  5.2.2). 
Wetlands  along  the  transmission  line  alignments  would  be  avoided. 
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5.3  Geology,  Minerals,  and  Topography 

5.3.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  for  geology,  minerals,  and  topography  is  the  same  as  the  surface  water  CESA  and 
consists  of  a 2.5-mile  buffer  surrounding  the  ON  Line  Project  footprint,  including  the  Proposed 
Action  and  Action  Alternative  transmission  line  alignment  (including  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor) 
and  substations  (Figure  5.2-1).  The  total  area  of  this  CESA  is  954,373  acres. 

Rationale 

The  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative  on  these  resources 
would  be  confined  to  the  actual  disturbance  areas.  However,  the  boundaries  of  the  project  area 
are  larger  than  the  actual  disturbance  areas  within  them  (e.g.,  200-foot  wide  construction 
corridor  versus  66  x 66  foot  structure  location  footprint)  and  impacts  to  these  resources  would 
be  undetectable  outside  of  these  larger  boundaries. 

5.3.2  Introduction 

Potential  effects  to  the  geology,  mineral,  and  topographic  resources  consist  of  mineral  resource 
depletion,  removal  of  mineral  resources  from  availability  for  development,  and  topographic 
changes. 

Sections  3.3  and  4.3  discuss  in  detail  the  geology  of  the  project  area  and  the  project’s  likely 
affect  on  mineral  resources,  respectively.  Figures  3.3-2a-b  show  geological  resources  of  the 
project  area. 

The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to  geology,  minerals,  and 
topography  discussed  below  are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  5.3.3  and  5.3.4. 

5.3.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

Current  land  ownership  and  uses  within  the  geology,  minerals,  and  topography  CESA  are 
presented  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2,  respectively. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Mine  Tailings,  Gravel  Pits,  Oil  & Gas  Exploration/ 
Development) 

The  Nevada  Bureau  of  Mines  and  Geology  (NBMG)  shows  one  major  mine  in  the  CESA  (NBMG 
2009).  The  Apex  Quarry  and  Plant  is  located  within  the  Apex  Industrial  Park  and  produces 
dolomite  and  lime.  Table  5.3-1  shows  mining  operations  in  the  CESA,  taken  from  the  NBMG 
major  mines  report  and  the  Nevada  Department  of  Business  & Industry  (NDBI)  Directory  of 
Mine  Operations  for  2006  (NDBI  2007),  which  includes  smaller  operations  than  the  NBMG 
major  mines  database.  All  of  these  operations  are  in  or  are  adjacent  to  the  proposed 
transmission  segments. 
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TABLE  5.3-1  MINING  OPERATIONS  IN  THE  CESA 


OPERATION  NAME 

COUNTY 

SECTION, 

TOWNSHIP,  RANGE 

COMMODITY/OPERATION 

American  Asphalt  & Grading 
Co. 

Clark 

Sec  21 , T13S,  R63E 

Aggregate,  rock,  sand, 
crushing 

Apex  Quarry  and  Plant 

Clark 

Sec  14,  T18S,  R63E 

Dolomite  and  lime  mining 

Silver  States  Landfill  at  Apex 

Clark 

Secs  13,  14,  T18S,  R63E 

Sand,  sand/gravel,  crushing, 
screening 

Coyote  Springs  Service  Rock 
Products 

Lincoln 

Sec  13,  T11S,  R62E 

Sand/gravel,  crushing, 
screening 

Source:  NDBI  2007 


Transmission  lines  and  associated  facilities  overlap  with  mining  districts  where  mining  could 
have  occurred  in  the  past  (see  Figure  3.3-4).  As  described  in  Section  5.2,  a substantial 
number  of  abandoned  mine  sites  are  found  throughout  the  CESA.  As  commodity  prices 
fluctuate  and  new  uses  are  found  for  specific  metals  and  other  mineral  products,  some  of  these 
abandoned  resources  may  become  economically  viable  in  the  future  and  reopened.  Since  a 
substantial  portion  of  the  ON  Line  Project  is  located  on  alluvial  fans  and  basin-fill  material,  it  is 
highly  unlikely  that  construction  and  operation  of  the  ON  Line  Project  would  preclude 
development  of  any  metallic  mineral  resources  in  the  area.  Table  5.3-2  gives  some  history  of 
the  mining  districts,  which  overlap  or  are  adjacent  to  project  facilities;  the  table  is  taken  from 
NBMG  Report  47,  “Mining  Districts  of  Nevada”  (NBMG  1998). 


TABLE  5.3-2  MINING  DISTRICTS  IN  THE  CESA 


NAME / 
COUNTY 

YEAR 

ORGANIZED/ 

COMMODITIES 

COMMENTS 

Arrow  Canyon 
Range  / Clark 

silica,  building 
stone 

The  Arrow  Canyon  Range  lies  east  of  US-93  about  8 miles  west  of  Moapa. 
Silica  and  building  stone  deposits  occur  along  the  east  and  west  flanks  of 
the  southern  part  of  the  range. 

Bristol  / Lincoln 

1971/  silver, 
copper,  lead,  zinc, 
gold,  manganese, 
montmorillonite 

The  Bristol  district  is  located  in  the  northern  Bristol  Range  about  15  miles 
north  of  Pioche.  The  historic  Blind  Mountain  district  (1871)  covered  the 
southern  part  of  the  present  district.  Bristol  originally  included  only  the  area 
around  mines  on  the  western  slope  of  the  Bristol  Range,  and  the  Jackrabbit 
district  included  the  area  on  east  side  of  the  range. 

Currant  / Nye  & 
White  Pine 

1914/  gold,  lead, 
copper,  tungsten, 
magnesite, 
uranium,  fluorspar 

This  district  encompasses  the  southern  White  Pine  Range,  the  Horse 
Range,  and  the  northernmost  part  of  the  Grant  Range.  Krai  (1951)  included 
Railroad  Valley  (Butterfield)  Marsh  along  with  Silverton,  to  the  west,  in  a 
large  Currant  district.  Deposits  of  magnesite  occur  in  the  White  Pine  County 

part  of  the  district. 

Delamar/ 

Lincoln 

1892/  gold,  silver, 
copper,  lead, 
perlite 

Delamar  came  into  use  as  the  district  name  starting  in  mid-1930s.  The  main 
portion  of  the  Delamar  district  is  located  on  the  western  front  of  the  range 
between  Monkey  Wrench  Wash  and  Cedar  Wash,  although  the  district 
extends  to  the  east  almost  to  Rainbow  Canyon  and  includes  the  upper  part 

of  Taylor  Mine  Canyon. 

! Ely  Springs  / 
Lincoln 

silver,  zinc,  lead, 
gold 

The  Ely  Springs  district  is  on  the  west  side  of  the  Ely  Springs  Range,  about 

13  miles  west  of  Pioche. 

Meadow  Valley 
Mountains  / 
Lincoln 

gold,  silver, 
uranium 

Located  east  of  US-93. 
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NAME  / 
COUNTY 

YEAR 

ORGANIZED/ 

COMMODITIES 

COMMENTS 

Robinson  / 
White  Pine 

1868/  copper, 
gold,  silver,  zinc, 
lead,  iron, 
manganese, 
tungsten, 
molybdenum, 
rhenium,  platinum, 
palladium,  nickel 

The  Robinson  district  is  centered  near  the  towns  of  Ely  and  Ruth,  in  the 
Egan  Range.  Originally  organized  as  the  Robinson  district  and  includes  the 
towns  of  Ely,  East  Ely,  Ruth,  Reipetown,  Veteran,  Kimberly,  and  Lane  City 

(formerly  Mineral  City). 

Silver  King  / 
Lincoln 

1874/  silver,  lead, 
copper,  gold 

The  Silver  King  district  includes  a small  area  near  Silver  King  Well  on  the 
west  side  of  the  southern  Schell  Creek  Range  (historic  Lake  Valley  Range) 
in  T7N,  R62E,  16  miles  northwest  of  Bristol,  Lincoln  County,  and  about  12 
miles  southeast  of  Sunnyside,  Nye  County. 

Source:  NBMG  1998 


Section  4.3  describes  in  detail  current  oil  and  gas  leases  in  the  project  area,  as  recorded  in  the 
BLM  database.  Table  5.3-3  is  taken  from  the  Nevada  Oil  and  Gas  Well  Database  (NBMG 
2004),  last  updated  in  2004.  All  of  the  wells  in  the  table  are  within  the  CESA.  Out  of  the  20 
wells  that  were  permitted,  6 were  never  drilled  (as  of  2004)  and  13  were  abandoned;  the  status 
of  the  remaining  well,  permitted  in  2002,  is  described  only  as  “drilled.”  Despite  the  outcome  of 
these  wells,  the  leases  identified  in  Section  4.3  demonstrate  renewed  interest  in  finding  and 
producing  oil  and  gas  in  the  CESA. 


TABLE  5.3-3  NEVADA  OIL  AND  GAS  WELLS  IN  THE  CESA  AS  OF  2004 


COUNTY 

SEC 

TOWN 

RANGE 

PERMIT 

ISSUED 

STATUS* 

DEPTH 

(FT) 

SHOW 

Clark 

14 

18S 

63E 

10  JUN  81 

P & A 

17,110 

Gas 

Clark 

7 

18S 

64  E 

02  JUN  50 

A 

1,455 

Nye 

18 

10N 

61E 

25  AUG  89 

Never  Drilled 

Nye 

18 

10N 

61E 

24  MAY  93 

P & A 

7,118 

Oil 

Nye 

28 

1 1 N 

60E 

11  SEP  56 

P & A 

692 

Nye 

10 

5N 

61E 

09  JUL84 

Never  Drilled 

Nye 

11 

5N 

61E 

09  JUL84 

Never  Drilled 

Nye 

14 

5N 

61E 

07  OCT  02 

Drilled 

Nye 

33 

5N 

62E 

02  JUL  98 

P&A 

4,447 

Oil 

| Nye 

33 

5N 

62E 

Never  Drilled 

Nye 

5 

8N 

60E 

19  MAY  70 

P&A 

800 

White  Pine 

3 

13N 

61 E 

09  JUL  84 

Never  Drilled 

White  Pine 

4 

14N 

61E 

27  SEP  71 

P&A 

2,603 

Water 

White  Pine 

9 

14N 

61E 

27  JAN  74 

D & A 

271 

White  Pine 

9 

14N 

61 E 

10  JUL  75 

P&A 

4,600 

White  Pine 

33 

14N 

61 E 

23  MAY  85 

P&A 

1,442 

White  Pine 

14 

14N 

61 E 

23  MAY  85 

P&A 

464 

White  Pine 

29 

15N 

61 E 

19  MAY  70 

Never  Drilled 

j White  Pine 

29 

16N 

61E 

21  OCT  93 

P&A 

7,356 

White  Pine 

16 

19N 

61E 

19  MAY  70 

P&A 

712 

*A  = abandoned:  D = drilled:  P = plugged 
Source:  NBMG  2004 
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5.3.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Future  disturbances  to  geology,  topography,  and  minerals  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3  above. 
Community  Development 

Use  of  mineral  products  for  the  construction  of  roads,  railroads,  buildings  and  other  facilities 
would  likely  continue  in  the  future.  Impacts  from  use  of  licensed  gravel  pits  and  other  borrow 
sources  are  regulated  and  minimal. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Oil  and  gas  wells,  mines  for  various  commodities,  and  other  mineral  resources  would  likely 
continue  to  be  developed  as  their  economic  value  increases. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

The  construction  and  operation  of  the  proposed  WPES  would  require  borrow  and  other 
construction  materials.  The  WPES  project  includes  a proposed  a borrow  pit  of  approximately  40 
acres.  The  power  plant  would  dispose  of  combustion  solid  waste  on  site  in  above-grade 
landfills.  This  construction  project  would  reduce  existing  aggregate  supplies  in  the  immediate 
area  to  a negligible  effect.  The  topographic  effects  of  the  borrow  pits  and  the  combustion  waste 
landfills  would  be  minor. 

5.3.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

Within  the  CESA,  known  quantifiable  past  and  present  disturbances  total  approximately  1 1 ,526 
acres.  Acreages  of  disturbance  for  future  proposed  developments  within  the  SWIP  Utility 
Corridor  and  the  WWEC  cannot  be  accurately  quantified  at  this  time  (Table  5.1-4)  but  the 
maximum  area  within  the  roughly  2,640  to  3,500-foot  wide  corridor  from  the  Robinson  Summit 
to  Harry  Allen  substations  (about  250  miles)  that  is  subject  to  disturbance  for  proposed 
developments  would  be  about  106,000  acres  or  about  1 1 percent  of  the  CESA.  Other  potential 
permanent  disturbance,  as  presented  in  Table  5.1-3,  totals  58,749  acres,  about  one-third  of 
which  would  be  within  the  designated  utility  corridors. 

5.3.6  Cumulative  Effects 

The  cumulative  effects  of  the  ON  Line  Project  on  mineral  and  geological  resources  would  be 
minor  and  its  effect  on  topography  would  be  negligible.  No  existing  or  reasonably  foreseeable 
mining  districts  or  petroleum  products  wells  would  be  affected  by  the  project,  either  directly  or  by 
affecting  site  access. 

5.4  Paleontological  Resources 

5.4.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  for  Paleontological  Resources  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  Surface  Water 
(Figure  5.2-1).  This  boundary  encompasses  954,373  acres. 

Rationale 

Because  the  project  should  not  affect  paleontological  resources  outside  of  the  direct  effects 
area,  this  CESA  was  chosen  mainly  for  simplicity  purposes,  as  defined  in  Section  5.1. 
Activities  attached  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative  that  might  affect 
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paleontological  resources  could  occur  outside  of  the  actual  disturbance  area  (e.g.,  within  the 
200-foot  wide  construction  corridor  outside  the  66  x 66  foot  structure  location  footprint),  but  not 
likely  outside  of  this  proposed  CESA. 

5.4.2  Introduction 

Southeastern  Nevada  has  yielded  paleontological  resources  that  have  contributed  to  our 
understanding  of  the  development  and  history  of  life  on  earth.  Many  studies  and  research 
papers  include  discussions  and  analysis  of  these  (Reynolds  2007).  Paleontological  resources 
are  subject  to  cumulative  impacts  via  loss  through  both  natural  processes  of  erosion  and 
weathering,  and  man-made  disturbances. 

Cumulative  effects  to  paleontological  resources  occur  through  the  incremental  degradation  of 
the  resources  from  various  impacts,  which  reduce  the  information  and  scientific  research 
potential  of  the  resources. 

The  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to 
paleontological  resources  discussed  below  are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  5.2.3  and  5.2.4. 

5.4.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

The  current  land  ownership  and  uses  for  (thus  disturbances  within)  the  paleontological 
resources  CESA  can  be  found  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2  above. 

Recreation,  Land  Use,  and  Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil 
Exploration/Development) 

The  primary  activities/disturbances  that  have  already  affected  paleontological  resources  in  the 
CESA  include  off-highway  vehicle  use,  recreational  collecting,  lands  and  realty  management, 
and  mining  activities.  Fossils  have  been  and  continue  to  be  discovered  during  ground 
disturbances  related  to  developments  such  as  mining,  oil  and  gas  development,  landfill 
development,  quarrying,  and  other  activities  in  the  CESA.  Natural  processes  such  as  soil 
erosion  and  rock  weathering  have  also  exposed  fossils. 

As  discussed  in  Section  3.3.3,  there  are  mining  districts  within  or  near  the  CESA  (Figure  3.3- 
4).  Also  noted  in  Section  3.3.3,  there  are  active  oil  and  gas  leases  within  the  CESA.  All  of 
these  endeavors  include  ground  disturbing  activities  related  to  exploration,  development,  and 
extraction  that  could  encounter  paleontological  resources.  There  is  no  quarrying  or  gravel  pit 
disturbance  in  the  CESA. 

Roads,  Utility  Production,  and  Distribution 

Roads,  power  lines,  pipelines,  and  utility  construction  can  impact  near  surface  deposits  of 
paleontological  resources  in  general  and  possibly  deeper  deposits  in  areas  that  required 
excavation  through  landforms. 

Vertebrate  fossils  such  as  dinosaurs,  mammals,  fishes,  reptiles,  and  uncommon  invertebrate 
fossils  are  collected  by  trained  researchers  under  BLM  permit.  These  remain  public  property 
and  are  placed  in  museums  or  other  public  institutions  after  they  are  studied.  Although  the 
resources  are  removed  from  their  original  context,  the  documentation  adds  to  the  body  of 
knowledge  about  paleontological  resources  in  the  region.  However,  casual  use  and  un- 
permitted collection  of  fossils  has  contributed  to  the  loss  of  the  resource  and  its  research 
potential  and  interpretation.  The  lack  of  regular  site  monitoring  and  public  education  about  fossil 
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collecting  has  led  to  illegal  commercial  collecting  of  trilobites  and  excessive  unauthorized 
collection  (BLM  2008a). 

5.4.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Future  disturbances  to  paleontological  resources  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3.  The  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  actions  applicable  to  the  CESA  all  have  the  potential  to  impact 
paleontological  resources.  However,  as  much  of  the  land  in  the  CESA  is  publicly  administered, 
these  projects  would  all  be  subject  to  NEPA  and  federal  and  state  regulations  protecting 
paleontological  resources. 

Geological  formations  with  exposures  containing  paleontological  resources  would  continue  to  be 
impacted  by  natural  agents  (e.g.,  erosion,  rock  weathering,  surface  water  drainage). 

Community  Development 

Community  development  projects,  such  as  the  Coyote  Springs  Development  (43,000  acres), 
have  the  potential  to  impact  paleontological  resources  as  well.  Private  development  does  not 
afford  the  same  protections  and  standard  operating  procedures  as  activities  under  federal 
administration. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Any  future  mining  development  on  public  lands  would  require  an  inventory  of  paleontological 
resources,  as  well  as  documentation  or  collection  of  specimens  uncovered  during  operations 
(BLM  2008a). 

The  White  Pine  & Grant-Quinn  Oil  & Gas  Leasing  program  (USFS  2007b,  2007c)  would  lease 
up  to  255,603  acres  of  National  Forest  System  lands  for  oil  and  gas  development,  including 
exploration  and  possibly  well  development.  A small  portion  of  this  falls  within  the 
paleontological  resources  CESA  boundary. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Numerous  linear  developments,  including  projects  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  the 
WWEC  have  been  proposed  through  the  CESA.  These  include  new  or  expanded  utility  ROWs 
for  power  transmission,  water  pipelines,  roads  (e.g.,  residential  developments  or  access  to  other 
uses),  fiber-optic,  petroleum  products,  natural  gas,  and  others  (see  Appendix  5A).  Most  of  the 
proposed  utility  developments  would  be  within  the  designated  utility  corridors  (Table  5.1-3). 

5.4.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

Within  the  CESA  for  paleontological  resources,  known  quantifiable  past  and  present 
disturbances  total  approximately  11,526  acres.  Acreages  of  disturbance  for  future  proposed 
developments  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  the  WWEC  cannot  be  accurately  quantified 
at  this  time  (Table  5.1-4),  but  the  maximum  area  within  the  roughly  2,640  to  3,500-foot  wide 
corridor  from  Robinson  Summit  to  Harry  Allen  substations  (about  250  miles)  that  is  subject  to 
disturbance  for  proposed  developments  would  be  about  106,000  acres  or  about  11  percent  of 
the  CESA.  Additional  projects  would  amount  to  58,749  acres  (Table  5.1-3)  of  disturbance,  of 
which  much  would  be  within  the  designated  utility  corridors. 

5.4.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Encountering  paleontological  resources  during  development/disturbance  has  the  potential  to 
destroy  and/or  lose  the  resource.  However,  it  also  has  the  potential  of  providing  additional  data 
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and  rare  or  previously  unknown  specimens  which  can  further  scientific  knowledge.  Additional 
impacts  to  paleontological  resources  in  conjunction  with  the  ON  Line  Project  would  not  be 
known  until  discovered  and  evaluated.  Impacts  to  paleontological  resources  associated  with 
federal  land  management  decisions/actions  would  be  minimized  or  reduced  in  accordance  with 
federal  legislation  and  existing  standard  operating  procedures.  Thus,  cumulative  impacts  to 
paleontological  resources  would  be  negligible  to  minor. 

5.5  Soils 

5.5.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  boundary  for  soils  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  surface  water  (Figure  5.2-1). 
Rationale 

This  CESA  boundary  is  the  same  as  surface  water  due  to  the  effect  that  soil  disturbance  has  on 
surface  water  quality  through  erosion  and  sedimentation.  Soil  resources  outside  the 
watersheds  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative  would  not  be  affected. 

5.5.2  Introduction 

Section  3.5  details  typical  soil  mapping  units  for  the  ON  Line  Project  area  and  depicts  them  on 
the  figures  provided  in  Appendix  3A.  Section  4.5  describes  the  impacts  that  would  disturb  soil 
resources  and  reduce  their  value  or  function  for  the  short-  or  long-term.  Very  little  soil 
disturbance  would  occur  on  steeper  slopes  that  would  increase  erosion  potential. 

As  noted  in  Section  4.5,  disturbed  soil  loses  its  structure  and  porosity  when  disturbed  through 
displacement  or  compaction  by  heavy  equipment.  Consequently,  the  soil  is  more  prone  to 
erosion  by  water  or  wind  and  may  be  less  able  to  support  some  kinds  of  vegetation  (loss  of 
productivity). 

There  are  954,463  acres  within  the  CESA  for  soils  (Figure  5.2-1,  Table  5.1-1). 

5.5.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

The  primary  source  of  impacts  to  soils  is  surface  disturbance  which  is  directly  tied  to  land  use. 
The  types  of  past  and  present  disturbances  that  may  affect  soils  in  the  CESA  are  the  same  as 
those  described  for  surface  water  in  Section  5.2,  including  road  construction,  livestock  grazing, 
agricultural  activities,  residential  development,  energy  development,  recreational  use,  utility 
corridors,  and  mining  activity  (Table  5.1-2).  Specific  projects,  legislation,  and  disturbances  that 
have  affected  soils  are  described  in  Section  5.2.3.  Existing  quantifiable  land  use  within  the 
soils  CESA  totals  1 1 ,526  acres. 

5.5.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

The  reasonably  foreseeable  future  disturbances  in  the  CESA  that  may  affect  soils  are  the  same 
as  those  described  in  Section  5.2.4.  Future  disturbances  to  soils  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3 
and  total  58,740  acres. 

5.5.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

The  cumulative  disturbances  in  the  CESA  that  may  affect  soils  are  the  same  as  those  described 
for  surface  water  in  Section  5.2.5.  Past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
disturbances  comprise  70,275  acres,  or  7.4  percent  of  the  CESA. 


ON  Line  Project 
Final  EIS 


5-27 


5.5.6  Cumulative  Effects 


Under  the  Proposed  Action  or  the  Action  Alternative,  disturbance  to  soil  resources  would  be 
minor  to  moderate  during  construction  and  negligible  to  minor  post-construction.  Use  of  BMPs 
during  construction,  and  prompt  post-construction  reclamation,  assures  that  temporary  soil 
disturbance  would  be  of  short  duration  and  minor  impact.  The  same  can  be  said  of  all  proposed 
projects  in  or  adjacent  to  the  CESA,  individually  and  cumulatively,  based  on  current  regulatory 
requirements  for  storm  water  permitting.  The  most  likely  source  of  moderate  to  severe  impacts 
to  soils  in  the  CESA,  short-term  or  long-term,  is  from  wildfires,  abandoned  mines,  and 
unrestricted  use  of  OHVs  (see  Section  5.2.3  and  Section  5.2.4). 

5.6  Air  Resources 

5.6.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  for  air  quality  includes  the  area  within  50  miles  of  the  linear  components  (including 
the  proposed  Robinson  Summit  Substation),  plus  a 5 kilometer  (3.1  mile)  circle  around  the 
Falcon  Substation.  No  Class  I areas  are  located  within  the  CESA.  It  would  include  one  FLM- 
identified  sensitive  Class  II  area,  Great  Basin  National  Park.  Generally,  the  CESA  includes  only 
light  development  and  population  density  that  result  in  only  small  volumes  of  air  pollutant 
emissions,  with  the  exception  of  portions  at  either  end  which  reach  to  Las  Vegas  and  Clark 
County  on  the  south  and  to  the  lesser  developed  town  of  Ely  and  Steptoe  Valley  on  the  north. 

Rationale 

The  primary  air  pollutant  emissions  associated  with  the  project,  during  construction  and 
operation  would  be  fugitive  dust  and  engine  exhausts,  including  gases  that  contribute  to  global 
warming. 

The  direct  project  impact  review  of  dust  sources  and  particulate  impacts  would  be  limited  to 
sources  in  or  potentially  impacting  the  valleys  the  linear  project  component  traverses,  since  the 
surrounding  valley  walls  would  channel  flow  and  prevent  transport  cross  valley. 

This  cumulative  effects  analysis  analyzes  all  activities  in  and  affecting  the  CESA  for  their 
potential  effects  on  all  applicable  ambient  air  quality  standards.  It  considers  the  impacts  of 
major  sources  outside  the  CESA,  especially  energy  generation  facilities  that  generate  or 
transmit  their  electricity  within  the  region,  because  the  cumulative  impact  analysis  will  include  an 
analysis  of  energy  production  and  transmission  options  with  and  without  the  Proposed  Action 
and  their  implications  on  air  quality,  greenhouse  gas  contributions,  and  climate  change. 

5.6.2  Introduction 

Section  3.6  documents  that  air  quality  in  the  project  area,  with  the  exception  of  along  the  far 
southern  end  of  the  transmission  line  alignment  after  it  crosses  into  Clark  County,  is  generally 
better  than  the  National  and  Nevada  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards.  Air  pollutant  measurements 
at  the  previously  proposed  (and  now  postponed  indefinitely)  EEC  plant  site  locations  in  Steptoe 
Valley  showed  concentrations  less  than  15  percent  of  those  standards  for  all  pollutants  except 
ozone.  Other  regional  monitoring  results  reported  by  NBAPC  (current  PM10  monitoring  in  Elko 
and  Battle  Mountain,  historic  PM10  monitoring  in  the  Steptoe  Valley)  and  the  IMPROVE 
monitoring  network  (historic  and  ongoing  PM10,  PM2.5,  and  ozone  monitoring)  show  air  pollutant 
concentrations  well  below  those  air  quality  standards  in  local  urban  areas  (except  in  Clark 
County)  and  regional  sensitive  areas  including  parks  and  wilderness  areas.  Winter  inversions 
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occur  in  the  valleys  along  the  project  area,  but  proposed  activity  levels  are  generally  low  enough 
that  not  enough  air  pollutants  are  emitted  to  lead  to  significant  buildups  of  pollution  levels  (as 
documented  by  air  quality  monitoring  data  collected  at  the  proposed  EEC  plant  sites).  Dispersed 
air  pollution  sources  in  the  CESA  include  emissions  resulting  from  ranching  and  land 
management  activities  including  agricultural  burning,  dust  from  disturbed  ground,  and  smoke 
from  wildfires  and  prescribed  burning.  Regional  haze  studies  including  the  recent  Western 
Regional  Air  Partners  (WRAP)  regional  haze  modeling  effort  show  impacts  within  acceptable 
ranges  from  large  regional  sources,  including  power  plants.  The  results  of  those  WRAP  studies 
have  included  permit  compliance  follow-up  at  facilities  shown  to  have  the  potential  to  adversely 
affect  ambient  air  quality  or  limits  on  incremental  degradation.  Cumulative  effects  to  air  quality  in 
the  CESA  from  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  activities  are  documented  in 
this  section. 

5.6.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

In  Steptoe  Valley,  just  north  and  east  of  the  ON  Line  Project’s  northern  terminus,  historic 
operations  of  the  McGill  Smelter  resulted  in  McGill  and  Steptoe  Valley  failing  to  meet  S02 
ambient  air  quality  standards  and  being  declared  non-attainment  for  S02.  The  smelting 
activities  were  closed  down  in  the  late  1970s  bringing  ambient  concentrations  of  pollutants, 
including  S02,  in  line  with  low  regional  background  values.  Those  changes  contributed  to  the 
current  status  of  attainment  with  all  applicable  ambient  air  quality  standards,  including  S02.  The 
non-attainment  status  for  S02  was  dropped  by  the  EPA  in  2002  (EPA  2002).  The  section  of 
Clark  County  traversed  by  the  project  is  considered  non-attainment  for  ozone,  likely  due  to 
emissions  from  in  and  around  the  Las  Vegas  area. 

The  Robinson  Mine  outside  of  Ruth  continues  to  produce  copper,  silver,  gold,  and  molybdenum. 
A number  of  larger  mines  operate  well  north  of  the  project  area,  toward  the  Carlin  Trend.  Three 
large  Carlin  Trend  mines  operate  approximately  10  miles  northeast  of  the  Falcon  Substation. 
Dust  is  generated  from  mining  activities  at  operating  mines.  That  windborne  dust  could  contain 
metals. 

Regional  population  and  development  across  the  CESA  historically  and  currently  generate 
regional  air  pollutant  emissions  referred  to  as  regional  area  sources.  Few  if  any  of  those  area 
sources  have  air  quality  permits.  These  sources  include  vehicle  emissions  along  roadways  and 
in  the  towns  and  cities;  space  heating  emissions  from  residences,  ranches,  and  businesses; 
emissions  associated  with  residential  or  business  land  management  like  dust  generation  from 
disturbed  surfaces  or  small  equipment  exhaust;  and  any  other  small  engine  emissions  or  fossil 
fuel  burning  equipment.  These  sources  also  include  smaller  industrial  emission  sources  like 
gas  stations,  vehicle  maintenance  facilities,  and  dry  cleaners. 

Table  5.6-1  documents  the  existing  permitted  industrial  sources  in  the  CESA  north  of  Clark 
County,  and  their  allowable  potential  criteria  air  pollutant  emission  rates.  All  except  the 
Robinson  Mine  (outside  Ruth)  and  the  Foreland  Refinery  (west  of  Lund)  are  in  the  Steptoe 
Valley  near  Ely,  west  or  northeast  of  the  ON  Line  Project’s  northern  terminus.  All  except  the 
Robinson  Mine  have  emissions  low  enough  to  qualify  as  minor  sources  with  the  NDEP.  Non- 
permitted  air  emissions  sources  potentially  affect  historic  and  current  air  quality  in  the  CESA. 
Dust  sources  would  include  vegetation  disturbing  land  management  practices,  including: 
ranching;  private  and  public  grazing  and  agriculture;  ground  clearing  in  open  lands  and  along 
utility  corridors;  road  dust;  smaller  mining  and  rock  crushing  operations;  recreational  activities; 
and  regional  construction  and  maintenance  efforts.  Smoke  is  generated  from  agricultural 
burning,  and  wild  and  prescribed  fires.  Sources  of  gaseous  air  pollutants  not  requiring  an  air 
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permit  generally  have  low  emission  volumes  individually,  but  could  represent  higher  emission 
volumes  cumulatively.  Existing  emission  sources,  permitted  or  non-permitted,  were  accounted 
for  in  the  analysis  consistent  with  actual  activity  levels  during  the  air  quality  monitoring  period, 
since  the  impact  of  their  emissions  was  included  in  the  background  concentrations  measured. 
Those  sources  include  the  regional  area  sources  described  above. 

TABLE  5.6-1  EMISSION  RATES  FOR  PERMITTED  FACILITIES  WITHIN  THE  CESA 


NORTH  OF  CLARK  COUNTY 


FACILITY  NAME 

UTM  E 

UTM  N 

P 

POTE 

(POUN 

ERMITTE 
NTIAL  TC 
DS  PER 

D 

EMIT 

HOUR) 

PM10 

NOX 

S02 

Robinson  Nevada  Mining 
Company 

671580 

4347540 

104.4 

4.0 

5.8 

J & M Trucking,  Inc. 

684020 

4346150 

0.9 

Reck  Brothers 

689110 

4348990 

4.5 

2.3 

Reed  Distributing,  Inc. 

682780 

4348580 

0.005 

Cooper  & Sons,  Inc. 

688350 

4356200 

10.8 

3.2 

Country  Construction 

685820 

4353520 

3.3 

White  Pine  County  School 
District 

684170 

4346840 

2.1 

0.1 

0.3 

Chevron  Environmental 
Management  Company 

683560 

4347130 

0.4 

Foreland  Refining  Corp. 
Eagle  Springs  Refinery 

620240 

4275540 

11.5 

0.0 

0.0 

NV  Dept  of  Corrections 
Ely  State  Prison 

677220 

4361750 

0.5 

5.0 

16.0 

Nevada  Slag,  Inc. 

691300 

4364600 

14.3 

2.4 

Note:  UTM  - Universal  Transverse  Mercator  system.  See  glossary  in  Chapter  8 for  definition. 


Air  pollution  sources  occur  in  higher  density  in  Clark  County,  especially  close  to  Las  Vegas. 
While  the  proposed  project  ends  northeast  of  Las  Vegas  at  the  Harry  Allen  Substation  in  the 
Apex  Valley,  and  is  northeast  of  the  PM10  and  CO  non-attainment  areas  associated  with  the  Las 
Vegas  metropolitan  area,  the  southernmost  few  miles  still  traverse  the  Clark  County  ozone  non- 
attainment area. 

Existing  energy  industry  sources  in  the  CESA  include  the  650  MW  Reid  Gardner  coal-fired 
plant,  nine  natural  gas-fired  generating  stations  with  a combined  capacity  of  over  3800  MW  in 
the  Apex  Valley  or  between  there  and  Las  Vegas,  the  168  MW  (652  MW  by  2011)  natural  gas- 
fired  Harry  Allen  plant  at  the  proposed  southern  terminus  of  the  ON  Line  Project,  and  two  other 
500+MW  natural  gas-fired  energy  centers  in  southern  Clark  County. 

Smaller  regional  coal  fired  energy  production  centers,  outside  the  CESA  but  with  the  potential  to 
affect  air  quality  and  contribute  greenhouse  gases  within  the  CESA,  include  the  521  MW  Sierra 
Pacific  Valmy  plant  in  north  central  Nevada  west  of  the  Falcon  Substation,  the  200  MW  (coal 
and  natural  gas  fired)  Newmont  power  plant  5 miles  southwest  of  that  substation,  and  a couple 
of  plants  in  the  175  MW  range  in  the  Salt  Lake  City  vicinity.  Each  of  those  coal  plants  requires 
volumes  of  coal  fuel  each  day,  typically  from  Utah  or  Wyoming,  with  associated  air  emissions  at 
the  mine,  the  train  loading  site,  along  the  rail  lines  from  the  diesel  train  engines,  and  at  the 
unloading  sites  at  the  power  plants. 
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Other  potentially  major  industrial  contributors  to  local  air  pollutant  levels  regionally  include 
industries  in  and  around  Las  Vegas,  the  military  installations  north  and  east  of  Las  Vegas,  and 
the  mineral  or  smelting  industry  in  southeast  Arizona  and  west  of  Salt  Lake  City,  as  well  as  the 
mines  in  central  and  northern  Nevada.  A thorough  and  complete  listing  of  regional  air  pollutant 
sources  is  included  in  the  referenced  WRAP  study. 

Other  non-permitted  emission  sources,  or  changes  from  current  emission  patterns  include: 

• The  Lowry  Hazardous  Fuels  Reduction  and  Ecosystem  Enhancement  Project  within  the 
CESA,  where  3,253  acres  received  mechanical  treatment,  844  acres  of  which  were 
treated  for  a primarily  prescribed  fire  treatment. 

• White  Pine  Sagebrush  Restoration  Project  in  the  CESA,  in  which  the  USFS  is 
enhancing  sagebrush  habitat  and  reducing  the  risk  of  large  scale,  high  severity  wildfire 
throughout  19,000  acres  between  Currant  Summit  and  Ellison  Creek,  using  various 
mechanical  treatments  on  pinyon,  juniper,  and  sagebrush. 

5.6.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

The  most  significant  potential  air  pollution  sources  in  the  CESA  or  that  are  near  enough  to  have 
moderate  impacts  in  the  CESA  are  two  proposed  power  plants,  the  White  Pine  Energy  Station 
(coal-fired)  in  Steptoe  Valley  and  the  Toquop  Energy  Project  (natural  gas),  east  of  the  southern 
terminus  of  the  proposed  linear  component’s  southern  terminus.  Construction  of  the  WPES 
power  plant  has  been  postponed  by  the  proponent  and  any  air  quality  impacts  from  the 
construction  of  this  project  would  occur  after  the  ON  Line  Project  is  completed.  The  Toquop 
power  plant  has  an  approved  ROW  authorization  from  the  BLM,  but  is  awaiting  a Notice  to 
Proceed  before  construction  can  commence.  Table  5.6-2  provides  details  on  the  two 
foreseeable  power  plants  in  the  CESA  and  the  estimated  power  plant  emissions  during  their 
operational  phase. 


TABLE  5.6-2  SOURCE  EMISSION  RATES  FOR  REASONABLY  FORESEEABLE 


FAC 

□TIES  WITHIN  OR  IMMEDIATELY  ADJAC 

ENT  TO  THE  CESA 

FACILITY  NAME 

POWER 

GENERATION 

CAPACITY 

(MW) 

ENERGY 

SOURCE 

POLLUTANT 

EMISSION 

RATE 

(LB/HR) 

LOCATION 

LS  Power 
White  Pine  Energy 
Station  (a) 

CO 

2,367.5 

1590 

Coal 

NOx 

1,098.9 

Steptoe  Valley  north 

PMio 

626.5 

of  McGill 

S02 

1,386.3 

CO 

236.5 

Toquop  Energy 

700 

Natural  Gas 

NOx 

84.1 

East  of  Apex  Valley 

Project 

PM10 

105.1 

S02 

50.1 

a)  Emission  rates  proposed  in  EIS.  Plans  for  the  WPES  were  indefinitely  delayed  in  March  2009. 


The  WPES  power  plant  would  also  require  haulage  of  coal  from  coal  mines  to  the  power  plant 
and  handling  of  the  coal  at  the  power  plant.  The  shipping  and  handling  of  the  coal  would 
produce  locomotive  exhaust  and  coal  dust  emissions. 

The  Toquop  Energy  Project  power  plant  would  require  delivery  of  natural  gas  along  and  from 
local  pipelines.  That  delivery  could  lead  to  additional  combustion  emissions,  although  less  than 
those  at  the  Toquop  Energy  Project  or  at  existing  or  new  pumping  stations  along  the  natural  gas 


ON  Line  Project 
Final  EIS 


5-31 


pipeline(s).  Nevada  Wind  Company  has  identified  a site  in  the  North  Egan  Range  for 
development  of  potential  wind  generation  facilities.  The  proposed  project  would  cover  4,470 
acres.  North  Wind  Energy  has  been  monitoring  the  site  and  is  expected  to  propose 
development.  A 4,536-acre  project  has  been  proposed  by  Enexco,  also  in  the  North  Egan 
Range. 

The  Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar  Project  would  consist  of  a 50  MW  photovoltaic  power  facility  on  private 
lands,  located  approximately  4 miles  northwest  of  Mesquite  in  Lincoln  County,  Nevada.  This 
facility  would  cover  about  1 ,000  acres. 

Reasonably  foreseeable  new  non-permitted  emission  sources,  or  changes  from  current 
emission  patterns,  are  expected  to  include: 

• growth  in  general  rail  traffic, 

• potential  local  and  regional  growth  in  auto,  truck,  and  air  traffic, 

• potential  energy  exploration  and/or  development, 

• proposed  mining  ventures, 

• range  improvement  and  fire  management  efforts,  and 

• increases  in  ground  disturbances  from: 

o vegetation  changes  associated  with  grazing  and  agricultural  activities, 

o vegetation  removal  under  or  along  utility  corridors,  along  fire  breaks,  and  from 
construction  efforts 

• changes  in  emissions  from  non-permitted  sources  identified  as  currently  existing. 

Specific  projects  are  identified  in  Table  5.1-3  and  Appendix  5A. 

5.6.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

The  regional  energy  system  potentially  could  include  a number  of  current  and  proposed  coal 
and  natural  gas  fired  power  plants  surrounding  the  CESA. 

The  emissions  and  impacts  from  existing  regional  power  plants  with  emissions  over  250  TPY  of 
any  air  pollutant  were  included  in  the  recent  WRAP  modeling  to  assess  potential  air  pollutant 
and  regional  haze  impacts.  That  study  included  requirements  for  Best  Available  Retrofit 
Technology  (BART)  for  any  facility  determined  to  have  excess  impacts  in  any  Class  I area. 

Oil  and  gas  exploration  and  extraction  are  established  industries  to  the  east  and  northeast  of  the 
CESA  in  Utah,  Wyoming,  the  Four  Corners  area,  and  points  beyond.  Though  oil  and  gas 
exploration  and  extraction  are  not  as  established  in  the  project  area  or  CESA,  the  Nevada  BLM 
has  five  Competitive  Oil  and  Gas  Lease  sales  scheduled  between  September  2010  and 
December  2011.  Those  lease  sales  could  result  in  public  land  leases,  oil  and  gas  exploration, 
or  possibly  extraction  in  the  CESA  and  its  vicinity.  Air  emission  estimates  for  these  activities  are 
speculative  at  this  time  because  the  volume  of  activity  is  unknown,  though  the  energy  recovery 
rates  are  expected  to  be  modest  in  comparison  to  developed  western  fields  further  east  in  the 
Rocky  Mountain  region. 

There  are  currently  two  major  mines  active  or  open  in  White  Pine  County  (NBMG  2008), 
including  the  Robinson  Mine  outside  of  Ruth  which  is  within  the  CESA.  Other  smaller  mines 
exist  in  that  county  and  are,  or  could  be,  active.  The  Tenacity  Perlite  Mine  and  Mill  operates  and 
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employs  less  than  ten  people  in  Panaca  in  Lincoln  County.  Four  mines,  two  with  over  100 
employees,  operate  and  extract  gypsum,  lime,  dolomite  and/or  silica  sand  in  Clark  County  south 
of  the  project  area.  Each  of  those  mines’  impacts  are  believed  to  be  local  and  minor  within  the 
CESA.  Outside  the  CESA,  large  mining  operations  exist  that  could  have  minor  impacts  at  or 
near  the  northern  terminus  of  the  ON  Line  Project. 

Public  land  management  efforts  are  expected  to  continue  to  try  to  minimize  large  magnitude 
smoke  generation  from  big  wildfires  by  using  prescribed  burning  and  other  techniques  to  control 
fuel  accumulations.  That  effort  would  not  be  expected  to  change  the  long-term  volume  of  smoke 
and  air  pollutants  generated  much,  but  would  even  the  distribution  of  smoke  and  combustion  by- 
products out  over  time  and  minimize  the  high  uncontrolled  exposures  that  can  have  the  most 
significant  effects  on  public  health. 

Ranching  and  agricultural  activities  are  expected  to  remain  near  current  levels.  Public  and 
private  lands  management  planning  could  affect  dust  generation  directly  or  via  changes  in 
vegetation  strength  and  density.  Grazing  management  plans  indicate  trends  toward  maintaining 
or  possibly  gradually  decreasing  grazing  rates  for  livestock,  wild  horses,  and  wildlife. 
Vegetation  management,  road  building  efforts,  and  potentially  the  development  of  solar  or  wind 
power  projects,  including  the  specific  projects  listed  in  Section  5.6-4  are  anticipated  to  result  in 
a slight  trend  toward  increases  in  disturbed  ground  and  dust  generation.  Utility  corridor 
maintenance  and  expansion,  including  the  ON  Line  Project,  would  have  the  same  effect. 
Construction  efforts  to  prepare  or  maintain  improvements  throughout  the  CESA  would  also 
represent  a source  of  dust  generation  and  exhaust  emissions. 

Other  regionally  distributed  contributors  to  air  quality  trends  are  area  source  emissions 
associated  with  transportation,  residential  and  industrial  space  heating,  and  other  household 
and  small  service  industry  activities  associated  with  population  density.  All  paved  highways  are 
sources  of  exhaust  emissions  from  vehicles,  and  some  dust  generation  as  well.  Unpaved  roads 
generate  considerably  more  dust  from  the  roadbed  materials.  US-93  and  SR-318  serve  as 
main  arteries  north  and  south  through  the  project  area  and  CESA,  with  light  to  moderate 
highway  traffic  volumes.  Those  roads  generally  run  parallel  to  the  proposed  transmission  line, 
within  a couple  of  miles.  US-50  also  crosses  east  to  west  through  the  southern  Steptoe  Valley, 
traversing  through  Ely  and  then  west  toward  Ruth  via  Robinson  Summit.  Isolated  paved  and 
unpaved  roads  crossing  along  or  running  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  and  in  surrounding  areas 
in  the  CESA  facilitate  local  travel  patterns.  The  Ely  airport  features  air  and  ground  operations 
that  generate  exhaust  and  other  air  pollutant  emissions.  Commercial  rail  traffic  and  associated 
train  exhaust  and  dust  emissions,  limited  to  the  UPRR  line  to  the  north  since  the  Nevada 
Northern  Railway  ceased  operation,  have  the  prospect  of  returning  locally,  in  conjunction  with 
any  of  the  two  proposed  fossil  fuel  fired  power  plants  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  CESA. 
Space  heating  associated  with  occupied  buildings,  including  residential,  public,  and  private 
ownerships  occur  throughout  the  CESA  consistent  with  the  light  population  and  development 
patterns.  Those  emissions,  and  others,  like  home,  yard  and  street  maintenance,  are  most 
concentrated  in  the  few  areas  with  population  density  in  the  CESA.  The  most  notable  areas 
where  those  types  of  emissions  are  concentrated  are  the  cities  of  Ely,  Pioche,  and  Caliente  east 
of  the  ON  Line  Project  and  screened  by  intervening  terrain.  The  same  effect  occurs,  to  a lesser 
extent,  in  the  other  smaller  communities  along  the  proposed  transmission  line  segments. 

Regional  traffic  and  population  rates  are  expected  to  receive  a boost  as  a result  of  construction 
of  the  ON  Line  Project.  That  boost  would  subside  after  the  24  month  construction  process  and 
to  a lesser  extent  during  the  operational  phase  for  the  proposed  transmission  line  and 
substations,  though  the  renewable  energy  sources  the  proposed  transmission  line  could  help 
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foster,  could  potentially  maintain  or  subsequently  provide  another  boost  to  populations  and 
traffic  levels.  Vehicle  exhaust  emissions  from  those  traffic  increases  are  expected  to  remain 
steady  or  decrease  slightly,  with  improved  efficiency  and  emission  controls  offsetting  increased 
volume.  Road  dust  emissions  would  be  expected  to  increase  proportionally  to  traffic  volume 
increases.  Renewable  energy  projects  potentially  fostered  by  the  proposed  transmission  line 
could  have  construction  and  operational  emission  profiles  comparable  to  this  proposed  project, 
but  would  involve  considerably  less  air  emissions  per  kilowatt  hour  than  the  traditional  fossil  fuel 
fired  power  plant  alternatives  like  those  proposed  in  two  locations  around  the  CESA. 

5.6.6  Cumulative  Effects 

This  section  documents  ambient  air  quality  impacts  of  the  ON  Line  Project  and  other  existing  or 
reasonably  foreseeable  activities  in  the  CESA.  For  the  ON  Line  Project,  the  predicted 
cumulative  impacts  of  all  current  and  reasonably  foreseeable  activities  are  presented  in  terms  of 
potential  impacts  on  FLM  (Federal  Land  Managers)  identified  sensitive  Class  II  areas,  and  their 
impacts  on  Class  II  areas  everywhere  else  in  the  CESA. 

5.6.6.1  Ambient  Air  Quality  Impacts  with  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative 
FLM  Identified  Sensitive  Class  II  Area  Impacts 

On-site  measurements  by  the  IMPROVE  monitoring  system  in  Class  I areas  show  that  ambient 
air  quality  standards  applicable  in  Class  I airsheds  are  currently  being  met.  NPS  monitoring  has 
Great  Basin  National  Park  and  NPS  staff  concerned  about  the  potential  for  acidification  of  lakes 
in  the  park  with  any  significant  increase  in  acid  deposition.  The  ON  Line  Project  would  not  have 
any  direct  impact  on  the  park  during  construction  or  operation,  but  could  provide  an  opportunity 
to  help  meet  regional  energy  needs  without  additional  fossil  fuel  burning  and  the  potential 
associated  acid  deposition. 

The  overall  impact  of  the  existing  and  reasonably  foreseeable  emissions  sources  identified  in 
Sections  5.6-3  to  5.6-5  would  not  be  expected  to  significantly  change  the  current  air  quality 
levels  in  the  CESA.  Air  pollutant  levels  are  generally  well  below  state  and  national  ambient  air 
quality  standards,  except  in  Clark  County.  Local  and  regional  energy  planning  has  shifted  from 
higher  emitting  coal-fired  plants  to  lower  emitting  natural  gas  fired,  solar,  wind,  and  geothermal 
sources.  Those  renewable  energy  sources'  air  quality  impacts  in  the  CESA  would  be  minor  to 
negligible,  as  a result  of  dust  impacts  from  construction  or  wind  erosion  from  exposed  ground 
during  operation.  The  only  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  that  could  bring  about  moderate 
impacts  would  be  the  two  proposed  power  plants  in  the  near  vicinity,  identified  in  Table  5.6-2, 
and/or  a combination  of  a number  of  other  regional  (outside  CESA)  fossil  fuel-fired  power 
plants,  especially  higher  emitting  coal-fired  plants.  The  overall  impact  of  all  other  activity  trends 
identified  would  be  to  maintain  current  air  quality  levels,  possibly  but  not  definitely  a minor 
upward  trend  over  time.  Individual  projects  could  have  a very  localized  moderate  impact  on  air 
quality,  though  not  likely  over  any  extended  duration. 

Construction  emissions  associated  with  the  ON  Line  Project  would  be  comparable  to  any 
potential  energy  system  enhancement  in  the  region,  including  the  numerous  projects  proposed. 
Those  emissions  would  be  distributed  along  a long  linear  path,  so  that  impacts  in  any  one  place 
would  be  very  temporary  and  minor  in  magnitude.  Operational  emissions  associated  with  the 
ON  Line  Project  would  be  minor. 
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5.6.7  Climate  Change 

Construction,  operation,  maintenance  and  decommissioning  of  the  ON  Line  Project  would  emit 
GHGs  that,  together  with  emissions  of  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions, 
could  contribute  to  climate  change.  ON  Line  Project-specific  GHG  emissions  are  considered  in 
the  context  of  this  cumulative  impacts  analysis.  However,  because  renewable  electricity 
transported  by  the  ON  Line  Project  is  expected  to  displace  some  electricity  generated  from 
fossil  fuels,  the  ON  Line  Project  would  result  in  a net  reduction  in  GHG  emissions.  Cumulative 
effects  analysis  for  climate  change  is  by  nature,  very  broad:  it  is  both  regional  and  global. 
Potential  cumulative  effects,  whether  adverse  or  beneficial,  on  climate  change  could  be  short- 
term (i.e.,  limited  to  the  ON  Line  Project’s  proposed  24-month  construction  period)  or  long-term 
(i.e.,  occur  during  the  projected  50  year  operational  lifespan  of  the  ON  Line  Project). 

Existing  conditions  within  the  cumulative  effects  study  area  reflect  a combination  of  the  natural 
condition  and  the  effects  of  past  actions.  Recent  years  have  seen  record-high  average  global 
surface  temperatures;  in  fact,  the  past  20  years  include  the  18  warmest  years  on  record  since 
1850  (Pew  2008).  This  warming  trend  could  result  from  several  factors  that  influence  the  earth’s 
climate,  including  natural  factors,  such  as  changes  in  solar  radiation  and  volcanic  activity,  and 
anthropogenic  (or  human-caused)  factors,  such  as  the  release  of  GHGs  to  the  atmosphere  and 
land-cover  changes  (Pew  2008).  Though  climate  science  is  complex,  compelling  evidence 
exists,  demonstrating  that  human  activities  associated  with  fossil  fuel  burning  and  land  use  are 
primarily  responsible  for  the  changing  global  climate. 

The  US  Supreme  Court  has  held  that  climate  change  impacts  are  reasonably  foreseeable,  are 
caused  in  part  by  human  activities,  and  should  be  regulated  as  pollutants  under  the  Clean  Air 
Act.  Massachusetts  et  al.  v.  Environmental  Protection  Agency,  549  U.S.  497  (2007).  Additionally, 
several  states  have  enacted  legislation  establishing  reduction  targets  for  GHG  emissions. 
Although  similar  state  laws  and  regulations  do  not  apply  to  federal  agencies,  NEPA  does  require 
that  environmental  documents  consider  the  relationship  between  proposed  federal  actions  and 
state  environmental  protection  legislation. 

The  construction  effort  associated  with  the  ON  Line  Project  would  emit  GHGs  during  the 
construction  period,  which  could  last  up  to  24  months,  primarily  from  the  exhaust  of  equipment 
and  transportation  of  employees  and  materials.  Those  construction  emissions  are  documented 
in  Table  4.6-3.  Table  4.6-3  provides  an  estimate  of  cumulative  C02  emissions  associated  with 
the  construction  phase  of  the  project.  The  construction  emissions  would  be  one  time  emissions, 
which  would  cease  when  the  construction  phase  is  completed. 

The  operational  phase  of  the  ON  Line  Project  would  include  SF6  loss  from  gas-insulated 
equipment  located  inside  the  substations  that  would  be  expected  to  result  in  the  equivalent  of  an 
additional  167  tons  of  C02  per  year  in  the  atmosphere.  Maintenance  activities  would  include 
vehicular  travel  and  construction  activities  which  would  release  greenhouse  gases.  Table  4.6-4 
provides  an  estimate  of  the  low  annual  GHG  emissions  estimated  for  the  operational  phase  of 
the  project. 

The  ON  Line  Project  is  expected  to  foster  the  development  of  renewable  energy  options  in 
eastern  Nevada,  and  possibly  elsewhere,  by  providing  a cost-effective  method  for  bringing  the 
power  they  produce  to  the  market.  Like  the  ON  Line  Project,  renewable  energy  sources  (other 
than  biomass)  would  not  have  routine  stack  emissions  of  combustion  exhaust.  The  Nevada 
Renewable  Energy  Transmission  Access  Committee  report  (Nevada  RETAAC  2007)  indicates 
two  solar  energy  zones  and  one  biomass  zone  along  the  proposed  transmission  line,  with  a 
geothermal  zone,  a biomass  zone,  another  solar  zone,  and  three  wind  zones  also  within  the 
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CESA.  At  least  four  projects  in  or  immediately  around  the  CESA  (one  geothermal,  two  wind, 
and  one  solar)  have  either  applied  for  ROWs  or  permit  approval.  Air  emissions  for  these 
proposed  projects  are  not  quantified  at  this  time  but  would  consist  of  construction  emissions  of 
the  type  similar  to  those  for  the  ON  Line  Project  (dust  and  internal  combustion  engine  exhaust). 
Operational  air  emissions  from  these  renewable  energy  projects  would  be  expected  to  be  low 
but  have  not  been  quantified. 

The  ON  Line  Project  would  potentially  bring  to  market  renewable  energy  options  that  otherwise 
wouldn’t  be  feasible.  The  GHG  emissions  of  the  project  combined  with  those  associated  with 
renewable  energy  options  are  considerably  lower  than  the  emissions  associated  with  the 
traditional  energy  production  options  that  without  the  ON  Line  Project  would  be  the  most 
feasible.  Therefore,  the  project  would  result  in  moving  the  state  of  Nevada  toward  the  goal  of 
an  increased  percentage  of  their  energy  from  renewable  sources,  and  result  in  considerably 
lower  GHG  emissions  than  the  only  current  alternative,  fossil  fuel  combustion. 

5.7  Vegetation,  Including  Noxious  and  Non-native,  Invasive  Weeds 
and  Special  Status  Plants 

5.7.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  boundary  for  vegetation  would  be  the  same  as  described  for  surface  water  (Section 
5.2). 

Rationale 

In  addition  to  adopting  a similar  CESA  for  simplicity  purposes,  as  defined  in  Section  5.1, 
vegetation  can  be  removed  and  affected  by  ground  disturbances,  which  can  lead  to  habitat 
conversion  and  can  make  soil  more  susceptible  to  erosion,  potentially  contributing  sediment  to 
surface  waters.  The  soil  disturbance  areas  described  previously  to  delineate  the  soil  CESA 
boundaries  would  have  associated  vegetation  disturbances.  Cumulative  vegetation  impacts  as  a 
result  of  the  project  should  not  be  noticeable  beyond  this  area. 

5.7.2  Introduction 

The  CESA  for  vegetation  includes  nearly  one  million  acres  in  the  Central  Basin  and  Range  and 
Mojave  Basin  and  Range  ecoregions  (EPA  2008b).  Data  on  land  cover  for  the  CESA  for 
vegetation  was  obtained  from  the  BLM  landcover  dataset  (BLM  2007h).  Thirty-nine  land  cover 
types  defined  in  the  Nevada  GAP  data  are  represented  within  the  CESA  for  vegetation.  To 
facilitate  analysis  of  land  cover,  and  to  better  correlate  the  data  with  project-specific  data 
presented  in  Sections  3.7.4  and  4.7,  the  39  land  cover  types  were  condensed  into  11 
categories  based  on  methodology  provided  within  Nevada’s  Wildlife  Action  Plan  (NDOW  2006). 
Table  5.7-1  indicates  the  acreage  of  various  types  of  land  cover  within  the  CESA  and  correlates 
the  land  cover  types  with  the  project-specific  data  presented  in  Chapters  3 and  4. 
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TABLE  5.7-1  LAND  COVER  ACREAGES  FOUND  WITHIN  THE  CESA  FOR  VEGETATION 


LAND  COVER  CATEGORIES 

VEGETATIVE  COMMUNITIES 
WITHIN  PROJECT  AREA 

LAND  COVER 
ACREAGE 
WITHIN  CESA 

Agriculture 

Agriculture 

328 

Barren  Lands 

N/A 

82 

Developed/Disturbed  (includes  medium  and  low 
density  development,  sand  and  gravel  pits,  roads; 
does  not  include  existing  utility  line  development) 

Disturbed  Lands 

7,850 

Basins  & Desert  Scrub 

Creosote  Bush 

426,727 

Greasewood 

Joshua  Tree 

Salt  Desert  Shrub 

Lower  Montane 

Blackbrush 

94,023 

Mountain  Big  Sagebrush 

Pinyon-Juniper  Woodland 

Montane  to  Alpine 

N/A 

1,957 

Sagebrush  Semi-desert 

Basin  Big  Sagebrush 

396,514 

Black  Sagebrush 

Douglas  Rabbitbrush 

Rubber  Rabbitbrush 

Winterfat 

Wyoming  Sagebrush 

Sand  Dunes  & Badlands 

Dune 

25,709 

Riparian/Wetlands 

Alkaline  Meadow 

6,669 

Desert  Playa 

Open  Water 

Riparian 

Wetland 

Burned  Areas 

Burn/Fire  Affected 

711 

Invasives1 

N/A 

1,471 

Acreage  of  invasives  derived  from  the  nv04_ReGap.mdb  file  from  the  BLM,  which  is  based  on  the  southwest  regional  GPA 
analysis,  and  represents  gross  infested  acres. 


Areas  of  basins  and  desert  scrub  vegetation,  the  land  cover  type  with  the  greatest  number  of 
acres  within  the  CESA  for  vegetation,  are  found  within  the  proposed  transmission  line  alignment 
through  most  of  Lincoln  and  Clark  counties.  Areas  of  sagebrush  semi-desert,  the  second  most 
prominent  land  cover  type,  are  found  extending  from  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation  into 
northern  Lincoln  County  within  the  transmission  line  segments.  Areas  of  lower  montane 
vegetation  are  found  within  the  proposed  transmission  line  segments  as  the  third  most  common 
land  cover  type. 

Historically,  ecosystem  process  and  vegetative  cover  were  altered  by  grazing  practices  and 
development  of  the  West.  Present  and  future  disturbance  of  vegetation  in  the  CESA  occurs 
primarily  through  activities  related  to  grazing,  followed  by  development  of  linear  facilities,  roads 
and  railroad  lines,  and  extractive  industries  (mining  and  oil/gas  exploration).  The  most  extensive 
land  use  within  the  CESA  is  grazing. 

The  extent  of  special  status  plant  species  within  the  CESA  for  vegetation  is  unknown.  The 
USFWS  developed  a biological  sensitivity  index  and  analysis  of  trust  resources  on  BLM  grazing 
allotments  in  Nevada  (USFWS  2003).  According  to  this  analysis,  none  of  the  grazing  allotments 
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within  the  CESA  for  vegetation  contain  any  plants  with  designations  under  the  ESA.  Table  5.7-2 
details  the  State  sensitive  species  with  a Global  and  State  Rank,  defined  by  the  Nevada  Natural 
Heritage  Program  (NNHP),  found  within  grazing  allotments  in  the  CESA  for  vegetation.  In 
addition,  as  described  in  Section  3.7,  the  Las  Vegas  buckwheat  is  known  to  occur  east  of  the 
SWIP  Utility  Corridor  south  of  the  Coyote  Springs  Development  in  Clark  County  (Segment  11). 


TABLE  5.7-2  NNHP  STATE  SENSITIVE  SPECIES  FOUND  ON  GRAZING  ALLOTMENTS 

WITHIN  THE  CESA  FOR  VEGETATION 


SPECIES 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

SPECIES  COMMON 
NAME 

ALLOTMENT(S) 
WHERE  FOUND 

GLOBAL  AND  STATE 
RANK 

Eriogonum  phoeniceum 

Scarlet  Buckwheat 

Wilson  Creek 

G1  SI 

Mentzelia  argillicola 

Pioche  Blazingstar 

Wilson  Creek 

G1QS1 

Mentzelia  tiehmii 

Tiehm  Blazingstar 

Wilson  Creek 

G1G2  S1S2 

Frasera  gypsicola 

Sunnyside  Green  Gentian 

Sunnyside 

G1  SI 

Source:  USFWS  2003 


The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to  vegetation  discussed 
below  are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  5.2.3  and  5.2.4. 

5.7.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

Development  of  the  west  changed  vegetative  conditions  through  a variety  of  factors  including 
historic  grazing  practices  (BLM  2009c),  poor  agricultural  practices  that  led  to  erosion  (Seiberg  et 
al.  2007),  the  introduction  and  transportation  of  invasive  and  exotic  species  (Kelly  Undated),  and 
fire  suppression  (MDES  2007).  The  combination  of  these  led  to  establishment  and  expansion  of 
invasive  and  exotic  species,  such  as  cheatgrass  ( Bromus  tectorum).  Changes  in  vegetative 
cover  in  conjunction  with  fire  suppression  led  to  further  changes  that  favored  invasive  and  exotic 
species  over  native  vegetative  cover.  Widespread  changes  in  vegetative  cover  changed  fire 
regimes  and  enhanced  the  effects  of  uncontrolled  fire  (Vallentine  1980;  Sieberg  et  al.  2007). 
Together  these  effects  have  altered  ecosystems  processes  and  vegetative  cover  within  the 
CESA. 

The  current  land  ownership  and  uses  for  (thus  disturbances  within)  the  vegetation  CESA  can  be 
found  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2. 

Vegetation 

Agriculture.  Forestry,  and  Similar  Sources  of  Surface  Disturbance 

Agriculture  accounts  for  a negligible  portion  (328  acres)  of  the  CESA.  Wildfire  burning  of  over 
83,267  acres  in  the  CESA  (nearly  8.7  percent)  changes  the  maturity  of  an  area’s  vegetation, 
can  affect  the  vegetative  composition  of  an  area,  and  can  result  in  the  spread  of  noxious  and 
non-native,  invasive  weeds  with  disturbance  in  addition  to  the  burn.  Controlled  burning  of 
vegetation  is  used  to  maintain  and  enhance  desired  habitats  and  to  reduce  hazards  from 
wildfires. 

The  Lowry  Hazardous  Fuels  Reduction  and  Ecosystem  Enhancement  Project  treated  vegetation 
within  the  vegetation  CESA.  For  this  project  3,253  acres  received  mechanical  treatment  and 
844  acres  were  treated  for  prescribed  fire  treatment.  One  other  similar  project  is  partly  within  the 
vegetation  CESA.  The  White  Pine  Sagebrush  Restoration  Project  is  enhancing  sagebrush 
habitat  and  reducing  the  risk  of  large  scale,  high  severity  wildfire  throughout  19,000  acres 
between  Currant  Summit  and  Ellison  Creek,  using  various  mechanical  treatments  on  pinyon, 
juniper  and  sagebrush.  These  projects  have  resulted  in  a short-term  adverse  impact  from 
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destruction  of  vegetation.  However,  the  fire  break  will  have  indirect  long-term  beneficial  impacts 
by  protecting  vegetation  from  the  effects  of  fire. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

No  data  is  available  estimating  the  total  acreage  of  disturbance  from  the  extractive  industry 
within  the  CESA.  Sand  and  gravel  pits,  including  those  that  are  active,  inactive,  and  abandoned, 
occupy  less  than  0.01  percent  of  the  vegetation  CESA.  Extractive  industry  disturbance  has 
caused  long-term  disturbance  to  vegetation  because  the  extractive  process,  including  use  of 
roads,  is  long-term.  Reclamation,  either  man-made  or  natural,  has  resulted  in  various  levels  of 
revegetation  of  these  disturbances.  Increased  use  of  roads  can  lead  to  transportation  of  noxious 
and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  into  disturbed  areas. 

Grazing 

Approximately  860,300  acres  of  the  nearly  one  million  acre  CESA  (nearly  90  percent)  is 
available  for  grazing.  The  majority  of  the  CESA  is  enclosed  within  various  BLM  administered 
grazing  allotments.  Grazing  also  occurs  on  USFS  and  private  lands  within  the  CESA.  Livestock 
grazing  has  utilized  and  continues  to  utilize  the  grass/forb  species,  reducing  competition  for 
natural  regeneration  of  tree/shrub  species.  In  addition,  grazing  activities  can  result  in  specific, 
localized  damage  in  riparian  areas  from  vegetation  removal  by  cattle  as  well  as  increasing  the 
introduction  and  spread  of  noxious  and  non-native  vegetation  species. 

Some  allotments  within  the  vegetation  CESA  have  been  found  to  have  substandard  conditions, 
such  as  adversely  impacted  vegetative  cover  and  riparian  areas,  most  of  which  were  created  by 
historic  grazing  practices.  Substandard  conditions  resulted  in  modifications  to  grazing 
management  in  order  to  achieve  improvements  in  range  conditions  (BLM  2007a,  BLM  2007b, 
and  BLM  2007i). 

Nearly  70,000  acres  within  the  CESA  lie  within  the  Desert  NWR  and  Pahranagat  NWR.  NWRs 
do  not  allow  grazing,  thus  vegetation  should  not  experience  effects  from  livestock  grazing  within 
these  NWRs.  In  addition,  under  the  Ely  BLM  District  RMP  (2008a),  BLM  public  lands  west  of 
US-93,  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Desert  NWR  are  not  open  for  grazing.  Lands  within  the  Desert  and 
Pahranagat  NWRs  consist  predominantly  of  basins  and  desert  scrub.  The  southern  portion  of 
the  CESA  that  falls  within  the  Desert  NWR  contains  some  isolated  areas  of  sand  dunes  and 
badlands. 

Industrial  Development 

Apex  Industrial  Park,  located  at  the  southern  tip  of  the  CESA,  is  within  an  area  of  basins  and 
desert  scrub.  It  is  mostly  private  lands  zoned  for  industrial  use.  An  unknown  portion  of  the 
21,000-acre  park  is  currently  developed;  therefore  actual  disturbance  to  vegetative  communities 
is  unknown.  It  is  assumed  that  within  the  industrial  park,  development  would  result  in  vegetation 
removal  and  construction  of  structures,  roads,  and  other  hardened  surfaces.  The  Western  Elite 
(Bedrock)  Landfill  has  disturbed  approximately  83  acres  of  vegetation. 

Roads 

In  addition  to  nearly  1,250  miles  (7,750  acres)  of  roads  in  the  CESA  impacting  vegetation 
permanently  or  in  the  long-term,  roads  have  associated  adverse  effects  on  vegetation.  In  the 
case  of  large  expanses  of  sparsely  vegetated  unfenced  public  lands  (such  as  BLM  lands),  roads 
can  beget  other  roads.  Some  people  drive  off  road  to  access  an  area  they  want  to  reach.  In 
desert  climates,  soil  disturbances  from  vehicles  and  desert  vegetation  are  slow  to  recover,  and 
attract  future  additional  vehicle  use.  Disturbed  areas  are  much  more  likely  to  become  infested 
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with  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds,  and  vehicles  tend  to  spread  seed  from  these 
species. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

The  Harry  Allen  complex  is  located  in  an  area  consisting  of  basins  and  desert  scrub  vegetation. 
Power  generation  facilities  and  substations  have  a long-term  adverse  affect  on  vegetation,  as 
existing  vegetation  has  been  replaced  by  structures.  Associated  power  lines  have  less  impact 
than  the  power  generation  facilities  and  substations  since  the  majority  of  disturbance  is 
revegetated  post-construction.  Placement  of  existing  water  supply  lines  and  fiber  optic  cable 
within  utility  ROWs  also  has  resulted  in  vegetation  disturbances.  However,  because  there  are 
little  or  no  surface  facilities  associated  with  these  buried  lines,  there  would  be  minimal 
permanent  impacts. 

Utility  disturbance  (Harry  Allen  complex,  natural  gas  lines,  telecommunication  lines,  Lincoln 
County,  Mt.  Wheeler,  Alamo,  SNWA,  Great  Basin,  and  NV  Energy  power  lines,  water  pipelines, 
etc.)  in  the  southern  part  of  the  CESA  would  have  had  a short-term  minor  impact  on  basins  and 
desert  scrub  vegetation.  Other  utility  development  disturbance  (for  example,  the  Falcon-Gonder 
transmission  line,  and  the  Silver  State  East  fiber  optic  line)  has  taken  place  within  areas  of 
sagebrush  semi-desert  vegetation,  but  this  is  much  more  limited  in  extent. 

Community  Development 

Community  development  projects,  such  as  the  Coyote  Springs  Development  (ultimately  43,000 
acres),  have  long-term  minor  to  major  impacts  on  vegetation.  Private  development  does  not 
afford  the  same  protections,  standard  operating  procedures,  and  reclamation  requirements  as 
activities  under  federal  administration. 

Noxious  and  Non-native,  Invasive  Weeds 

Noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  are  prolific  in  areas  of  past  disturbance,  such  as  the 
land  uses  discussed  above.  Populations  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  are  not  as 
frequently  observed  in  disturbance  areas  which  are  outside  of  drainages,  washes,  or  generally 
not  near  moist  environments.  Estimated  total  acreage  for  invasive  species  within  the  CESA  is 
approximately  1,471  acres  (see  Table  5.7-1). 

Special  Status  Plants 

Past  disturbances  to  special  status  plant  species  are  unknown;  however,  because  few  to  no 
special  status  plant  species  were  found  within  the  project  area,  it  is  unlikely  that  populations 
were  significantly  disturbed  by  past  or  present  activities  within  the  CESA. 

Summary 

Previously  disturbed  areas  represent  a measurable,  but  small  proportion  of  the  total  CESA.  In 
addition  to  temporarily  and/or  permanently  reducing  vegetation  in  the  CESA,  past  and  present 
disturbances  also  result  in  introduction  and  increased  susceptibility  for  the  establishment  of 
noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds.  Past  and  present  disturbances  to  special  status  plant 
species  are  unknown,  but  assumed  to  be  minimal. 
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5.7.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Future  disturbances  to  vegetation  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3. 

Vegetation 

Community  Development 

Ultimately,  approximately  43,000  acres  (Las  Vegas  Review-Journal  2007)  of  basins  and  desert 
scrub  vegetation  would  be  disturbed  in  the  Coyote  Springs  community  development  and  likely 
replaced  with  roads,  sports  fields,  structures  (homes  and  other  community  infrastructure),  and 
non-native  vegetation  (lawn  grasses  and  ornamental  shrubs  and  trees). 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Expansion  of  extractive  activities  (mining  or  oil/gas  development)  is  possible  in  the  future.  At  this 
time,  all  known  plans  are  for  exploration,  which  would  involve  some  road  construction  and 
drilling  in  selected  areas;  however,  these  projects  are  small,  the  largest  affecting  2.2  acres 
(Appendix  5A).  Expansion  of  extractive  industries  exploration  activities  would  have  negligible 
adverse  impacts  on  vegetation  in  the  CESA.  However,  should  economic  feasibility  of  resource 
development  improve  in  the  future,  adverse  impacts  to  vegetation  would  increase  in  acreage  as 
well  as  intensity. 

Grazing 

Grazing  on  BLM  and  USFS  lands  would  continue  within  authorized  allotments  of  the  CESA  in 
the  reasonably  foreseeable  future.  Per  the  Ely  RMP,  the  goal  is  to  manage  vegetation  resources 
to  achieve  or  maintain  resistant  and  resilient  ecological  conditions  while  providing  for 
sustainable  multiple  uses  and  options  for  the  future  across  the  landscape.  These  resistant  and 
resilient  ecological  conditions  include  healthy,  productive,  and  diverse  populations  of  native  or 
desirable  non-native  plant  species  appropriate  to  site  characteristics.  In  addition,  the  RMP 
specifies  goals  and  objectives  to  meet  range  health  standards,  which  are  directly  related  to 
vegetative  cover.  Grazing  on  private  lands  would  also  continue. 

Future  range  health  on  BLM  lands  would  be  anticipated  to  improve.  Under  the  Ely  RMP,  the 
BLM  will  continue  to  monitor  and  evaluate  allotments  to  determine  if  they  are  continuing  to  meet 
or  are  making  significant  progress  to  meeting  the  standards  for  rangeland  health,  and 
management  prescriptions  adjusted  accordingly. 

As  discussed  in  Section  5.9,  changes  to  the  livestock  grazing  management  systems  are 
proposed  to  improve  the  overall  management  of  livestock  on  certain  allotments,  and  updates  to 
the  allotment  management  plans  would  help  to  meet  the  objectives  of  the  allotments.  Future 
changes  to  grazing  management  on  these  allotments  would  be  designed  to  improve  range 
conditions,  which  would  also  result  in  improvements  to  vegetative  communities. 

Industrial  Development 

Of  the  21,000  acres  within  the  Apex  Industrial  Park,  6,000  acres  of  private  lands  zoned  for 
industrial  use  are  currently  for  sale  and  available  for  future  development.  It  is  assumed  that 
development  would  result  in  construction  of  structures  and  other  hardened  surfaces,  and 
removal  of  native  basins  and  desert  scrub  vegetation. 

Recreation 

Increased  human  recreational  activity  on  arid  lands  from  an  expected  population  increase  in 
White  Pine  County  would  result  in  increased  disturbed  areas,  which  could  lead  to  infestations  of 
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noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds,  or  increased  erosion  which  would  further  decrease 
vegetative  cover,  adversely  impacting  vegetative  resources. 

Roads 

With  increasing  community  development  (i.e.,  Coyote  Springs  Development),  additional  local 
roads  are  likely.  Adverse  effects  to  vegetation  would  result  from  damage  to  and/or  removal  of 
vegetation  within  the  construction  zone,  and  potential  invasion  of  noxious  and  non-native, 
invasive  weeds  into  the  disturbed  area. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Several  proposed  and  authorized  projects  within  the  CESA  would  develop  power  lines  and 
water  pipelines  to  be  located  within  the  utility  corridors  in  White  Pine,  Lincoln,  and  Clark 
counties  (see  Table  5.1-3  and  Section  5.2.4).  Should  the  entire  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  be 
maximized  with  underground  water,  telecommunication  lines,  petroleum  or  natural  gas 
pipelines,  the  entire  2,640-foot  wide  utility  corridor  would  be  disturbed;  however,  there  would  be 
minor  permanent  vegetative  disturbance.  Additional  utilities  would  likely  be  developed  outside 
the  designated  utility  corridors  as  well.  Because  this  area  consists  primarily  of  basins  and 
desert  scrub,  adverse  impacts  to  vegetation  would  be  anticipated  to  be  mostly  short-term  as 
grasses  and  smaller  shrubs  regenerate.  Larger  species  (such  as  Joshua  trees)  would  sustain 
longer-term  effects. 

Utilization  of  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  for  a combination  of  power  lines  and  underground 
pipelines  would  be  most  likely,  resulting  in  a combination  of  short-term  and  long-term 
disturbance.  It  is  possible  that  the  entirety  of  the  corridor  would  not  be  developed.  Construction 
ROWs  can  be  revegetated;  however,  disturbance  has  high  potential  to  lead  to  the  incursion  of 
noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds. 

As  discussed  in  Section  5.7.3,  land  cover  within  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative 
alignments  is  primarily  either  basins  and  desert  scrub  or  sagebrush  semi-desert.  Development 
along  the  length  of  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  within  the  CESA  would  impact  both  vegetation 
types.  Impacts  to  basins  and  desert  scrub  vegetation  from  disturbance  would  likely  be  short- 
term as  the  native  vegetation  would  be  more  likely  to  reestablish  in  10  years  or  less  after 
disturbance.  Impacts  to  sagebrush  semi-desert  vegetation  would  be  long-term  as  many  of  the 
larger  species  of  sagebrush  do  not  reestablish  after  disturbance  for  approximately  20  years 
(Whitson  et  al.  2004). 

Noxious  and  Non-native,  Invasive  Weeds 

Indirect  effects  of  any  ground  disturbing  activities  would  likely  include  the  spread  of  noxious  and 
non-native,  invasive  weeds.  This  would  be  particularly  true  for  roadway  and  railroad  facility 
rehabilitation  and  construction  as  there  are  existing  infestations  along  the  railway. 

Special  Status  Plants 

Development  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  would  be  the  only  activities  that  would  affect  the 
Wilson  Creek  and  Sunnyside  grazing  allotments  where  sensitive  species  are  found  within  the 
CESA,  in  addition  to  the  known  locations  of  Las  Vegas  buckwheat  east  of  the  corridor  near 
Segment  11.  Given  the  limited  findings  of  special  status  plant  species  within  the  project  area,  it 
is  unlikely  that  populations  would  be  extensive  or  significantly  adversely  impacted  by  utility 
corridor  development  in  the  cumulative  impacts  scenario. 
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Summary 

Anticipated  future  disturbances  to  vegetation  within  the  CESA  would  be  a measurable  but 
relatively  small  proportion  of  the  total  CESA.  Future  disturbances  are  anticipated  to  temporarily 
and/or  permanently  reduce  vegetation  in  the  CESA.  The  potential  for  future  vegetation 
disturbances  within  the  CESA  that  result  in  the  introduction  and  increased  susceptibility  for  the 
establishment  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  is  high.  The  potential  for  disturbances 
to  affect  special  status  plant  species  is  unknown,  but  anticipated  to  be  low. 

5.7.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 
Vegetation 

Vegetative  cover  within  the  CESA  that  would  be  affected  by  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects  primarily  consist  of  basins  and  desert  scrub  and  sagebrush  semi-desert. 
Much  of  the  disturbance  to  vegetation  in  the  CESA  has  been  and  will  continue  to  be  mitigated 
by  reclamation  activities  that  follow  the  initial  disturbances  to  reduce  the  level  of  impacts. 

Permanent  existing  disturbances  within  the  CESA  include  grazing,  mining,  roadways, 
agriculture,  power  lines,  telecommunication  lines,  community  development,  and  industrial  uses. 
Additional  permanent  disturbances  are  anticipated  in  the  future  with  the  construction  of  the 
WPES  and  several  new  transmission  and  water  lines.  Disturbances  to  the  basins  and  desert 
scrub  vegetative  community  would  result  from  construction  activities,  and  would  largely  be 
short-term  in  duration.  Long-term  impacts  would  occur  to  sagebrush  semi-desert  communities 
from  construction  activities  due  to  the  length  of  time  required  for  sagebrush  to  reach  maturity. 

Approximately  90  percent  of  the  CESA  is  available  for  grazing.  Grazing  on  allotments  within  the 
CESA  has  resulted  in  disturbance  and  has  impacted  vegetation  to  varying  degrees,  and  would 
continue  in  the  future.  Management  of  grazing  on  BLM  grazing  allotments  under  the  Ely 
District  RMP  would  result  in  monitoring  of  effects  from  grazing  and  modification  of  practices  to 
maintain  or  improve  vegetative  communities. 

The  vegetation  CESA  totals  nearly  one  million  acres.  Within  the  CESA  for  vegetation,  known 
quantifiable  past  and  present  disturbances  total  approximately  1 1 ,526  acres.  Proposed  future 
disturbances  identified  in  Table  5.1-3  would  potentially  disturb  another  58,749acres,  including 
approximately  800  acres  for  the  ON  Line  Project.  Acreages  of  disturbance  for  future  proposed 
developments  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  the  WWEC  cannot  be  accurately  quantified 
at  this  time  (Table  5.1-4),  but  the  maximum  area  within  the  roughly  2, 640-to-3, 500-foot  wide 
corridor  from  the  Robinson  Summit  to  Harry  Allen  substations  (about  250  miles)  that  is  subject 
to  disturbance  for  proposed  developments  would  be  about  106,000  acres  or  about  1 1 percent  of 
the  CESA. 

Noxious  and  Non-native,  Invasive  Weeds 

Occurrences  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  within  the  CESA  along  the  SWIP  Utility 
Corridor  where  utility  development  has  not  taken  place  are  sporadic.  However,  occurrences  of 
noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  in  areas  of  disturbance  demonstrate  a dense 
population  and  wide  variety  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds.  The  probability  of 
invasion  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  into  disturbed  areas,  particularly 
transportation  routes,  is  high. 
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Special  Status  Plants 

Cumulative  effects  to  special  status  plant  species  are  anticipated  to  be  negligible  as  no  plants 
with  designated  status  under  the  ESA  are  identified  as  being  found  within  the  grazing  allotments 
within  the  CESA.  Four  allotments  contain  a total  of  three  state  sensitive  species  and  very  few 
sensitive  species  were  found  within  the  project  area.  Potential  cumulative  effects  from  the  ON 
Line  Project  to  the  Las  Vegas  buckwheat  should  also  be  negligible  since  prompt  revegetation 
activities  would  be  implemented  for  all  temporarily  disturbed  areas  and  noxious  and  non-native 
invasive  weed  species  would  be  controlled. 

5.7.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Adding  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative  disturbances  to  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  vegetation  disturbances,  would  result  in  cumulative  effects  to  the  vegetative 
community  in  the  CESA  being  both  short-  and  long-term  and  negligible  to  minor.  Cumulative 
effects  from  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  would  be  long-term,  minor  to  moderate. 
Cumulative  effects  to  special  status  species  would  be  negligible. 

5.8  Wildlife  Resources,  Including  Special  Status  Wildlife,  Migratory 
Birds,  Fisheries,  and  Aquatic  Species 

5.8.1  CESA  Boundary 

Wildlife  - The  wildlife  CESA  includes  suitable  habitat  for  a given  species  within  a 2.5-mile  buffer 
on  each  side  of  the  ON  Line  Project  footprint.  The  varied  distances  of  suitable  habitat  from  the 
direct  effect  areas  are  further  defined  to  the  individual  species’  likely  dispersal  capabilities 
and/or  more  appropriately  enlarged  for  big  game  (i.e.  herd  size  and  summer/winter  ranges).  The 
total  area  of  this  CESA  is  the  same  as  the  surface  water  CESA,  954,373  acres. 

Fisheries  - Since  there  are  no  anticipated  direct  or  indirect  effects  to  fisheries  from  the  ON  Line 
Project,  there  cannot  be  any  cumulative  impacts,  thus  there  is  no  CESA  boundary  for  fisheries. 

Rationale 

Wildlife  - Most  impacts  to  wildlife  would  occur  within  or  immediately  adjacent  to  the  project 
disturbance  area.  Impacts  would  mostly  be  limited  to  localized  displacement.  (Displacement  is 
when  one  or  more  wildlife  individual  abandons  a habitat  because  the  habitat  is  no  longer 
suitable,  and  must  seek  out  alternative  habitat,  which  may  or  may  not  be  adjacent.  If  the 
abandonment  of  habitat  is  caused  by  a disturbance,  wildlife  individuals  may  or  may  not  return  to 
the  habitat  after  the  disturbance  is  no  longer  present.)  Incidental  take  or  permanent 
displacement  of  some  individuals  could  occur;  however,  there  should  be  no  significant  impacts 
to  wildlife  populations  on  whole.  The  project  area  does  not  provide  unique  habitats  that  are  not 
already  widely  available  adjacent  to  the  project  area,  thus  minimizing  potential  impacts  related 
to  displacement.  How  far  individuals  would  displace,  and  the  impacts  of  this  displacement  on 
resident  populations  is  not  known;  however,  given  the  scale  of  this  project,  it  is  unlikely  that  any 
short-term  or  long-term,  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  species  would  be  noticeable  beyond  the 
identified  CESA. 

5.8.2  Introduction 

Sagebrush  semi-desert  and  basins  and  desert  scrub  are  the  two  dominant  vegetation  types 
within  the  CESA  (BLM  2007h).  Riparian  areas  and  other  vegetation  communities  also  occur 
throughout  the  CESA  in  lesser  amounts.  This  diversity  in  habitat  types  allows  for  many  wildlife 
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species  to  utilize  the  area.  Types  of  wildlife  species  and  their  habitat  found  within  the  CESA 
would  be  very  similar  to  those  described  in  the  affected  environment  for  the  Proposed  Action,  in 

Section  3.8. 

In  addition  to  BLM  lands,  over  68,000  acres  of  the  1.5-million  acre  Desert  NWR  and  nearly 
1,300  acres  of  the  5,380-acre  Pahranagat  NWR  fall  within  portions  of  CESA  for  wildlife.  Both 
areas  are  managed  by  the  USFWS,  who,  “...works  with  others  to  conserve,  protect,  and 
enhance  fish,  wildlife,  plants,  and  their  habitats  for  the  continuing  benefit  of  the  American 
people”  (USFWS  2007h).  A portion  of  the  Desert  NWR  is  contiguous  with  the  Coyote  Springs 
ACEC,  and  portions  of  the  ACEC  are  contiguous  with  the  Arrow  Canyon,  Meadow  Valley 
Range,  and  Delamar  Mountains  WAs.  Taken  together,  the  range  and  refuge  along  with  the 
ACEC  and  WAs  provide  a large  expanse  of  public  lands  that  provide  wildlife  habitat,  in  particular 
habitat  for  desert  tortoise. 

Past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  in  the  wildlife  CESA  have  likely  resulted  in 
both  beneficial  and  negative  impacts,  at  various  levels,  on  wildlife.  The  foremost  impact  to 
wildlife  within  the  area  has  been  habitat  changes  associated  with  past  and  present  grazing, 
utility  development  (electric,  water,  gas,  etc.),  and  extractive  industry  activity.  Negative  impacts 
would  include  loss  of  habitat,  displacement,  and  fragmentation  as  a result  of  grazing,  utility 
developments,  extractive  industry  activity,  roads,  private  land  development,  agriculture,  and 
recreation.  Other  impacts  include  noise  disturbance/displacement  from  agriculture,  extractive 
industry,  roads,  and  recreational  activities. 

Past  impacts  to  smaller  less  mobile  wildlife  species  from  direct  crushing  and  mortality  by 
livestock,  large  wild  ungulates,  and  vehicles  has  likely  also  occurred  within  the  CESA.  In 
addition,  grazing  can  contribute  to  impacts  by  increasing  competition  for  forage,  facilitating  the 
spread  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds,  changing  the  structure  or  composition  of 
native  plant  communities,  and  degrading  water  quality  and  bank  stability.  Conditions  in  some 
wildlife  habitat  could  be  improved  through  revised  grazing  allotment  management. 

The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to  wildlife  discussed  below 
are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  5.2.3  and  5.2.4. 

5.8.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

Within  the  CESA,  past  and  present  disturbances  have  primarily  resulted  from  grazing,  mining, 
industrial  uses,  community  development,  agriculture,  and  utility  development.  The  majority  of 
the  CESA  is  within  various  grazing  allotments.  In  general,  wildlife  are  affected  by  livestock 
grazing  due  to  competition  for  forage,  direct  mortality  by  trampling  (i.e.,  amphibians  and 
reptiles),  and  habitat  removal/conversion. 

Wildlife 

Current  land  ownership  and  uses  within  the  wildlife  CESA  are  presented  in  Table  5.1-1  and  5.1- 
2,  respectively. 

Agriculture,  Forestry,  and  Similar  Sources  of  Surface  Disturbance 

In  the  last  ten  years,  over  8.7  percent  of  the  CESA  burned,  and  most  notably,  nearly  68,000  of 
those  acres  burned  in  2005.  In  years  immediately  preceding  burns,  barring  other  disturbances 
or  significant  erosion  of  burned  areas,  new  vegetation  growth  can  be  prolific  offering  high  quality 
forage  for  a wide  range  of  wildlife  species.  However,  loss  of  stands  of  mature  vegetation 
reduces  vegetative  cover  beneficial  to  the  protection  and  survival  of  wildlife,  particularly  smaller 
species.  With  additional  or  associated  disturbance  (such  as  erosion)  the  spread  of  noxious  and 
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non-native,  invasive  weeds  within  burned  areas  can  result,  reducing  the  value  of  the  area  for 
wildlife  habitat.  Beneficial  and  adverse  effects  would  be  anticipated  to  be  offsetting. 

The  Lowry  Hazardous  Fuels  Reduction  and  Ecosystem  Enhancement  Project  treated  vegetation 
within  the  vegetation  CESA.  For  this  project  3,253  acres  received  mechanical  treatment  and 
844  acres  were  treated  by  prescribed  fire.  One  other  similar  project  is  partly  within  the  wildlife 
CESACESA.  The  White  Pine  Sagebrush  Restoration  Project  is  enhancing  sagebrush  habitat 
and  reducing  the  risk  of  large  scale,  high  severity  wildfire  throughout  19,000  acres  between 
Currant  Summit  and  Ellison  Creek,  using  various  mechanical  treatments  on  pinyon,  juniper,  and 
sagebrush.  This  project  has  had  an  adverse  impact  on  wildlife  from  the  destruction  of 
vegetation  that  provides  forage  and  cover.  However,  the  fire  break  will  continue  to  have  indirect 
long-term  beneficial  impacts  by  protecting  vegetation,  and  thus  wildlife  habitat,  from  the  effects 
of  fire. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Extractive  industry  disturbance  is  more  likely  to  be  long-term  in  nature  as  the  extractive  process 
is  lengthy,  and  rehabilitation  of  roads  and  other  disturbance  can  take  many  years.  Sand  and 
gravel  pits,  including  those  that  are  active,  inactive,  and  abandoned,  occupy  less  than  0.01 
percent  of  the  wildlife  CESA.  Development  of  sand  and  gravel  pits  results  in  long-term 
elimination  of  wildlife  habitat,  and  reduction  of  the  value  of  areas  surrounding  pits  due  to  human 
activity.  Increasing  the  number  of  roads  can  lead  to  transportation  of  noxious  and  non-native, 
invasive  weeds  into  disturbed  areas,  further  degrading  wildlife  habitat. 

Grazing 

Studies  of  selected  allotments  within  the  CESA  have  found  in  some  cases  rangeland  health 
standards  are  not  being  met  (BLM  2007a,  BLM  2007b,  BLM  2007i).  Current  grazing  practices 
are  largely  not  to  blame  for  substandard  range  conditions  rather;  historic  grazing  practices 
resulted  in  currently  experienced  substandard  conditions.  Substandard  range  health  conditions 
adversely  affect  wildlife  as  the  forage  for  sheep  and  cattle  also  sustain  populations  of  antelope, 
deer,  and  elk.  Substandard  conditions  are  found  on  a relatively  small  proportion  of  the  CESA. 
In  addition,  there  are  numerous  miles  of  range  fence  that  provide  perching  opportunities  for 
hunting  raptors. 

Roads 

Approximately  0.13  percent  of  the  CESA  for  wildlife  is  disturbed  by  existing  roads.  Numerous 
unmapped  dirt  and  two-track  roads  access  areas  within  open  BLM  lands.  In  addition  to  reducing 
forage,  increasing  opportunity  for  erosion  to  degrade  habitat,  and  the  increased  possibility  of 
introduction  of  invasive  species,  roads  create  breaks  in  vegetation  that  make  it  easier  for 
smaller  species  to  be  preyed  upon,  and  ultimately  fragment  habitat.  Higher  speed  paved  roads 
through  undeveloped  areas  increase  risk  of  collisions  of  wildlife  with  vehicles,  resulting  in 
increased  levels  of  mortality. 

Industrial  Development 

Apex  Industrial  Park,  a development  on  private  land,  is  located  just  south  and  east  of  the 
Coyote  Springs  ACEC  and  south  of  the  Desert  NWR.  Given  its  proximity  to  other  high  quality 
wildlife  habitat,  it  is  assumed  that  the  industrial  park  formerly  contained  wildlife  habitat  prior  to 
development.  The  current  level  of  development  of  the  21,000-acre  park  is  unknown.  Given  the 
fact  that  6,000  acres  within  the  park  are  advertised  for  sale,  it  is  assumed  that  some  undisturbed 
lands  remain;  however,  they  would  be  impacted  by  other  development  in  close  proximity  within 
the  park. 
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Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Approximately  3,336  acres  or  0.35  percent  within  the  CESA  for  wildlife  are  disturbed  by  utility 
ROWs.  Utility  ROWs  within  the  CESA  have  been  developed  for  substations,  power  lines,  the 
placement  of  water  and  gas  pipelines,  and  fiber  optic  cables.  Existing  power  generation  and 
delivery  within  the  CESA  includes  the  Harry  Allen  complex  consisting  of  the  generating  station, 
switchyard,  and  substations;  and  segments  of  numerous  utility  lines  (Alamo  Power,  Lincoln 
County  Power,  Mt.  Wheeler  Power,  Lincoln  County  Telephone,  SNWA,  Great  Basin 
Transmission).  Permanent  structures  supporting  transmission  lines  reduce  range  resources 
within  the  tower  footprints  that  support  wildlife;  they  also  provide  perches  and  nest  sites  for 
raptors,  which  prey  on  smaller  sensitive  species  such  as  pygmy  rabbits  and  greater  sage- 
grouse.  Transmission  lines  can  cause  mortality  to  avian  wildlife  through  electrocution  and 
collisions  although  their  design  is  intended  to  mitigate  this. 

Placement  of  existing  water  supply  lines  and  fiber  optic  cables  within  utility  ROWs  has  disturbed 
vegetation.  Surface  facilities  associated  with  water  and  fiber  optic  lines  include  power  lines, 
substations,  pumps,  vents,  splice  yards,  and  regeneration  stations.  However,  the  majority  of 
disturbances  associated  with  these  buried  lines  are  reclaimed  so  the  impact  is  short  term. 
Removal  of  vegetation,  that  provides  both  forage  and  cover  during  installation  of  lines  or  cable, 
results  in  both  short  and  long-term  adverse  impacts  to  wildlife  habitat. 

Installation  of  power  lines,  water  or  gas  lines,  fiber  optic  lines,  or  extractive  industry  access  often 
require  construction  of  roads  for  access.  Roads  may  be  used  long-term  for  ongoing  operations 
or  maintenance  within  a mining  claim  or  utility  ROW.  Road  construction  along  with  utility 
construction  or  mine  operations  can  result  in  direct  mortality  of  wildlife,  while  long-term  use  and 
maintenance  of  roads  can  result  in  habitat  fragmentation.  Increased  use  of  roads  can  lead  to 
transportation  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  into  disturbed  areas,  further  reducing 
the  value  of  habitat  in  the  vicinity  of  mines  and  utility  development. 

Special  Status  Wildlife 

The  current  land  ownership  and  uses  for  (thus  disturbances  within)  the  special  status  species 
CESA  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  wildlife  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2. 

The  effects  described  above  are  often  amplified  for  special  status  wildlife.  Sensitive  species, 
such  as  desert  bighorn  sheep,  pygmy  rabbits,  burrowing  owls,  and  greater  sage-grouse,  are 
adversely  affected  by  substandard  range  conditions  (often  caused  by  historic  grazing  practices), 
as  these  species  also  rely  on  the  range  for  food  sources  as  well  as  cover.  The  effect  of  habitat 
fragmentation  from  roads  described  above  is  particularly  important  for  smaller  sensitive  species, 
such  as  pygmy  rabbits  and  greater  sage-grouse,  as  the  “breaks”  in  the  habitat  either  separate 
populations  from  each  other  resulting  in  genetic  isolation,  separate  habitat  components  that  are 
crucial  at  different  life  stages,  or  offer  greater  opportunities  for  predators. 

Migratory  Birds 

The  current  land  ownership  and  uses  for  (thus  disturbances  within)  the  CESA  would  be  the 
same  as  those  described  for  wildlife  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2. 

The  effects  described  above  for  general  wildlife  also  similarly  impact  migratory  birds.  Past 
changes  in  vegetative  communities  and  removal  of  native  vegetation  has  changed  or  eliminated 
habitat  used  by  migratory  birds  for  cover,  forage,  and  reproduction. 


ON  Line  Project 
Final  EIS 


5-47 


5.8.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Future  disturbances  to  wildlife  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3. 

Wildlife 

Community  Development 

The  Coyote  Springs  community  development,  described  in  detail  in  Section  5.2.4  under 
Community  Development,  would  potentially  have  largely  adverse  effects  on  wildlife.  Ultimately, 
approximately  31,000  acres  of  wildlife  habitat  (basins  and  desert  scrub  vegetation)  would  be 
removed  for  community  development.  Approximately  12,000  acres  planned  for  parks,  open 
space,  and  multi-species  habitat  and  a planned  17-acre  lake  would  provide  habitat  and  a new 
water  source,  enhancing  habitability.  However,  overall  wildlife  impacts  are  anticipated  to  be 
long-term  and  adverse  due  to  loss  of  habitat  that  was  essentially  contiguous  with  the  Desert 
NWR  (separated  and  somewhat  fragmented  by  US-93)  and  the  Coyote  Springs  ACEC,  and 
from  removal  of  native  vegetation.  While  provision  for  open  space  and  development  of  a man- 
made water  source  would  enhance  wildlife  habitat,  these  changes  would  likely  result  in  shifts  in 
the  kinds  and  the  population  levels  of  wildlife  found  as  the  ecosystem  of  the  immediate  area 
would  be  permanently  altered  and  differ  from  the  native  ecosystem. 

Another  result  of  the  Coyote  Springs  Development  would  be  increased  traffic  on  US-93  between 
Coyote  Springs  and  Las  Vegas.  Increased  traffic  in  this  area  surrounded  by  public  lands 
managed  for  wildlife  values  would  likely  result  in  increased  collisions  between  wildlife  and 
vehicles,  increasing  mortality. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Expansion  of  extractive  activities,  which  would  involve  some  road  construction  and  drilling  in 
selected  areas,  would  have  adverse  impacts  on  wildlife,  is  anticipated  to  be  minimal  at  this  time. 
However,  should  economic  feasibility  of  resource  development  improve  in  the  future,  adverse 
impacts  to  wildlife  (from  direct  mortality,  habitat  loss,  and  fragmentation)  would  increase. 

Grazing 

Grazing  would  be  anticipated  to  continue  within  the  CESA  in  the  foreseeable  future.  See 
Section  5.9  for  a detailed  discussion  of  future  grazing.  Future  range  health  (and  therefore 
wildlife  habitat)  would  be  anticipated  to  improve  with  changes  to  the  livestock  grazing 
management  systems  and  updated  allotment  management  plans  to  meet  the  objectives  of  the 
allotments.  Future  changes  to  grazing  management  would  be  designed  to  improve  range 
conditions,  and  as  a result,  wildlife  habitat  conditions  would  improve  as  well. 

Industrial  Development 

Of  the  21,000  acres  within  the  Apex  Industrial  Park,  6,000  acres  are  currently  for  sale  and 
available  for  future  development.  As  stated  above,  it  is  assumed  that  development  would  result 
in  construction  of  facilities  that  would  eliminate  any  remaining  lands  from  serving  as  wildlife 
habitat. 

Recreation 

Increased  population  in  White  Pine  County  would  likely  increase  recreational  pressure  on 
surrounding  public  lands.  Increased  human  activity,  hunting,  and  potential  increased  poaching 
would  all  lead  to  short-term  impacts  to  wildlife.  Adverse  effects  to  wildlife  would  also  be 
experienced  in  the  long-term  with  permanent  increases  in  human  population  from  plant 
operations. 
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Roads 


While  no  new  major  highway  development  is  currently  proposed,  development  within  the  SWIP 
Utility  Corridor  and  the  WWEC  would  involve  development  of  roads  for  construction  as  well  as 
ongoing  maintenance  of  infrastructure  within  the  future  ROWs.  Additionally,  increased  use  of 
public  lands  would  lead  to  increased  development  and  use  of  informal  roads  on  public  lands  that 
would  adversely  impact  wildlife  through  increased  potential  for  collisions,  displacement,  and 
habitat  fragmentation. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

One  of  the  prominent  anticipated  disturbances  of  wildlife  within  the  CESA  would  be  utility 
production  and  ROW  development. 

Two  major  planning  efforts  have  addressed  the  development  of  multiple-use  utility  corridors:  the 
WWEC  PEIS  and  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor.  These  planning  projects  address  the  utility  corridor 
within  the  CESA.  The  possible  development  scenarios  for  this  corridor  are  discussed  in  greater 
detail  in  Section  5.2.4. 

Overhead  power  lines  and  other  underground  utilities  would  result  in  permanent  long-term 
impacts  to  wildlife  through  placement  of  structures  for  such  facilities,  creating  perches  as  well  as 
hazards  for  birds  of  prey,  and  construction  of  temporary  maintenance  roads  that  fragment 
habitat.  Several  proposed  projects  within  the  CESA  would  develop  water  resources  and 
transport  the  water  through  pipelines  to  be  located  within  portions  of  the  utility  corridors.  Wildlife 
habitat  would  be  disturbed  in  the  short  term  due  to  construction;  however,  assuming  effective 
reclamation,  there  would  be  little  permanent  disturbance  of  habitat. 

Utilization  of  the  corridor  for  a combination  of  overhead  facilities  (i.e. , power  lines,  substations, 
communication  stations,  compressor  and  pump  stations,  water  detention  basins,  etc.)  and 
underground  facilities  (i.e.,  pipelines,  stormwater  drains,  telecommunication  lines,  etc.)  would  be 
most  likely,  resulting  in  a combination  of  short-term  and  long-term  disturbance.  It  is  possible  that 
the  entirety  of  the  corridor  would  not  be  developed  due  to  topography  constraints  and 
incompatibility  of  such  facilities  in  close  proximity  to  each  other.  Additionally,  project  proponents 
do  not  have  to  locate  linear  facilities  within  designated  corridors  so  it  is  possible  that  as  the 
SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  the  WWEC  get  developed  by  linear  utilities,  future  applicants  may  look 
outside  these  corridors  for  placement  of  facilities  to  reduce  compatibility,  topographic,  and  other 
potential  conflicts.  Temporary  construction  areas  of  linear  facilities  can  be  revegetated; 
however,  disturbance  has  high  potential  to  lead  to  the  incursion  of  noxious  and  non-native, 
invasive  weeds  that  reduce  the  quality  of  wildlife  habitat. 

Special  Status  Wildlife 

Future  effects  to  special  status  wildlife  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under  past  and 
present  disturbances  above. 

Migratory  Birds 

Future  effects  to  migratory  birds  would  be  similar  to  those  described  under  past  and  present 
disturbances  above. 

5.8.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

The  wildlife  CESA  totals  almost  one  million  acres.  Within  the  CESA  for  wildlife,  known 
quantifiable  past  and  present  disturbances  total  11,526  acres.  Proposed  future  disturbances, 
including  the  ON  Line  Project,  would  potentially  disturb  another  approximately  58,749  acres. 
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Acreages  of  disturbance  for  future  proposed  developments  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and 
the  WWEC  cannot  be  accurately  quantified  at  this  time  (Table  5.1-4),  but  the  maximum  area 
within  the  roughly  2,640  to  3,500-foot  wide  corridor  from  the  Robinson  Summit  to  Harry  Allen 
substations  (about  250  miles)  that  is  subject  to  disturbance  for  proposed  developments  would 
be  about  106,000  acres  or  about  1 1 percent  of  the  CESA. 

Approximately  90  percent  of  the  CESA  is  available  for  grazing.  Grazing  on  allotments  within  the 
CESA  has  resulted  in  disturbance,  has  adversely  impacted  vegetation  to  varying  degrees,  and 
would  continue  in  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future.  Management  of  grazing  on  BLM  grazing 
allotments  under  the  Ely  District  RMP  would  result  in  monitoring  of  effects  from  grazing  and 
modification  of  practices  to  maintain  or  improve  vegetative  communities,  which  would  result  in 
improved  wildlife  habitat. 

5.8.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Threatened,  Endangered,  Proposed,  and  Candidate  (TEPC)  Species 

Desert  Tortoise 

Approximately  138,000  acres  of  the  CESA  for  wildlife  are  desert  tortoise  habitat,  located  in  an 
area  approximately  40  miles  either  side  of  the  Cark/Lincoln  County  line.  Both  above  and  below 
ground  development  within  the  utility  corridors  in  this  area  would  adversely  impact  desert 
tortoises.  Temporary  adverse  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  would  result  from  noise  and  human 
activity  associated  with  construction  activities  within  the  corridor.  Short-term  impacts  could  result 
from  direct  mortality  of  individuals  and  potential  destruction  of  burrows,  although  these  impacts 
would  be  reduced  and  possibly  eliminated  through  implementation  of  mitigation  measures. 
Short-  to  long-term  impacts  to  desert  tortoise  would  result  from  clearing  of  vegetation  that 
provides  forage  and  cover. 

Long-term  impacts  would  result  from  the  permanent  loss  of  habitat  as  new  linear  utility  facilities 
would  occupy  land  (i.e.,  compressor  and  pump  stations,  substations,  power  lines,  gas  lines, 
etc.);  creating  perches  for  birds  of  prey  (particularly  ravens);  increasing  predation  in  the  vicinity 
of  such  structures;  from  maintained  access  roads  creating  permanent  breaks  in  vegetation  and 
potentially  fragmenting  habitat.  Fragmentation  is  a major  contributor  to  population  declines  in 
desert  tortoises  because  tortoises  have  large  home  ranges  (over  1 .5  square  miles  of  habitat  per 
tortoise,  USFWS  1994).  When  home  ranges  are  fragmented,  tortoise  movements  can  be 
restricted  and  tortoises  are  potentially  less  able  to  self-regulate  localized  population  densities 
and  find  mates  outside  an  isolated  pool.  This  can  potentially  create  relatively  small  populations 
that  are  more  susceptible  to  localized  mortality. 

The  Coyote  Springs  Development,  located  within  the  wildlife  CESA,  is  essentially  surrounded  on 
the  north,  east,  and  south  sides  by  the  Coyote  Springs  ACEC  protecting  critical  desert  tortoise 
habitat.  As  the  development  is  surrounded  by  desert  tortoise  habitat,  the  development  would 
result  in  a loss  of  up  to  31 ,000  acres  of  desert  tortoise  habitat,  reducing  available  habitat  and 
further  fragmentation  of  remaining  habitat. 

Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  as  those  described  in  Section  4.8.2. 5 would  help  to 
reduce  potential  impacts  to  desert  tortoise.  Overall  cumulative  effects  to  desert  tortoise  would 
be  short-  and  long-term  and  moderate  as  Terms  and  Conditions  from  applicable  BOs  prepared 
for  projects  that  impact  desert  tortoise  habitat  would  also  be  implemented  to  minimize  and 
reduce  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  desert  tortoise. 
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Greater  sage-grouse 

Approximately  30  percent  of  the  area  within  the  CESA  along  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action 
Alternative  alignments  south  from  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation  to  just  inside  the  Lincoln 
County  border  is  yearlong  greater  sage-grouse  range,  totaling  over  300,000  acres.  In  this  area, 
the  projects  that  could  result  in  cumulative  effects  to  greater  sage-grouse  would  include  utility 
corridor  development,  development  and  use  of  roads,  and  increased  recreational  activity. 

Temporary  effects  to  greater  sage-grouse  due  to  human  activity  during  construction  would 
extend  to  acreage  beyond  the  actual  development  due  to  the  fact  that  human  disturbance 
associated  with  construction  activities  would  discourage  habitation  of  the  area.  Vegetation 
trampling  and  clearing  required  for  transmission  facility  construction  would  reduce  or  eliminate 
vegetation  for  foraging  and  cover  in  the  short  term.  Because  some  species  of  sagebrush  require 
20  or  more  years  to  mature,  some  adverse  wildlife  effects  from  vegetation  removal  may  be  long- 
term as  well. 

Development  of  the  WWEC/SW1P  Utility  Corridor  would  adversely  impact  greater  sage-grouse. 
Construction  of  linear  facilities  would  permanently  remove  lands  from  greater  sage-grouse 
habitat.  In  the  long  term,  despite  installation  of  perch  prevention  devices,  new  structures,  along 
with  existing  range  fences  and  older  power  line  structures  would  likely  serve  as  perches  for 
birds  of  prey,  enhancing  predation  of  greater  sage-grouse  along  the  corridor. 

Roads  developed  for  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative  alignments  or 
ongoing  maintenance  would  be  temporary  and  would  be  reclaimed  after  construction,  outside  or 
desert  tortoise  habitat.  Increased  recreational  use  on  public  lands  could  result  in  increased 
habitat  fragmentation  and  unintentional  disturbance  of  leks  and  mating  strategies  that  could  lead 
to  further  population  declines.  However,  the  amount  of  public  lands  available  for  recreation  and 
the  extent  of  potential  greater  sage-grouse  habitat  available  moderates  these  effects. 

Implementation  of  mitigation  measures  such  as  those  described  in  Section  4.8.2. 5 during  work 
within  the  utility  corridors  on  public  lands  would  help  to  reduce  potential  impacts  to  greater  sage- 
grouse. 

Overall  cumulative  effects  to  greater  sage-grouse  would  be  short-  and  long-term,  minor  to  major 
(i.e.,  if  abandonment  of  an  active  lek  occurred  as  a direct  result  of  a specific  project  or 
combination  of  projects). 

BLM  Sensitive  and  State  of  Nevada  Special  Status  Species 

Pygmy  Rabbits 

Because  pygmy  rabbits  are  typically  found  in  areas  of  tall,  dense  Wyoming  sagebrush,  and 
were  observed  in  the  northern  portions  of  the  project  area,  they  would  most  likely  be  found  in 
the  northern  portions  of  the  CESA  in  areas  of  Wyoming  sagebrush  semi-desert  vegetation. 
Because  of  the  pygmy  rabbits’  dependence  upon  sagebrush  habitat  and  susceptibility  to 
predation,  cumulative  impacts  to  pygmy  rabbits  would  be  very  similar  to  those  described  above 
for  greater  sage-grouse.  Overall  cumulative  effects  to  pygmy  rabbits  would  be  short-  and  long- 
term, minor  to  moderate. 

Raptors,  includes  Bald  and  Golden  Eagles 

Many  species  of  raptors,  including  eagles,  utilize  the  diversity  of  habitats  that  exist  throughout 
the  proposed  transmission  line  alignments,  and  thus  would  utilize  these  areas.  Noise  and 
increased  human  activity  associated  with  the  construction  of  the  transmission  facilities  and  other 
developments  in  the  CESA  would  have  a temporary  impact  on  nesting  and  foraging  activities. 
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Mitigation  measures  similar  to  those  discussed  in  Section  4.8.2. 5 could  be  employed  prior  to 
and  during  construction  activities  that  would  greatly  reduce  the  likelihood  of  raptor  nesting 
behavior  being  disrupted  or  nests  being  destroyed.  Transmission  lines  result  in  adverse  effects 
to  raptors  (i.e„  electrocutions)  due  to  collisions  between  birds  and  lines.  Beneficial  effects  to 
raptors  from  transmission  lines  result  from  improved  hunting  opportunities  from  the  towers.  The 
intensity  of  these  impacts  would  vary  according  to  species,  but  impacts  that  are  a direct  result  of 
construction  activities  and  presence  of  towers  and  lines  are  not  expected  to  exceed  a negligible 
level. 

Increased  usage  of  US-93  and  human  presence  on  public  lands  may  result  in  increased 
mortality  and  affect  habitat  usage  patterns;  however,  these  long-term  adverse  effects  to  raptors 
would  be  anticipated  to  be  negligible. 

Adding  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative  disturbances  to  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  disturbances,  would  result  in  expected  cumulative  effects  to  raptors, 
including  eagles,  being  short-  and  long-term,  minor  and  adverse.  In  addition,  adhering  to  and 
implementing  approved  Avian  Protection  Plans  for  future  projects  would  assist  in  minimizing 
these  potential  impacts. 

Burrowing  Owls 

Suitable  habitat  for  burrowing  owls  occurs  throughout  various  portions  of  the  project  area,  and 
thus  throughout  the  CESA.  The  introduction  of  new  linear  facilities  in  utility  corridors  within  the 
CESA  for  wildlife  increases  the  likelihood  of  burrowing  owls  experiencing  in-flight  collisions  with 
overhead  facilities.  The  presence  of  above  ground  structures  may  also  deter  burrowing  owls 
from  nesting  in  previously  occupied  habitat.  The  operations,  maintenance,  and  abandonment  of 
facilities  would  have  both  short-term  and  long-term  impacts  on  burrowing  owls.  The  magnitude 
of  these  cumulative  impacts  could  range  from  minor  to  moderate. 

Burrowing  owls  may  habituate  themselves  to  humans  as  well  as  anthropogenic  structures  and 
machinery.  As  a result,  burrowing  owls  would  likely  avoid  nesting  in  these  areas,  but  over  time 
may  resume  foraging  in  these  areas.  Overall  cumulative  effects  to  burrowing  owls  would  be 
short-  and  long-term,  negligible  to  minor. 

Bats 

Bat  roosting  areas  could  be  present  within  the  CESA.  Construction  activities  could  disturb  bats 
in  the  short  term,  while  increased  population  and  industrialization  could  have  a longer  term 
adverse  impact.  Bats  likely  use  most  of  the  CESA  for  foraging  opportunities.  Construction 
activities  could  cause  bats  to  temporarily  abandon  foraging  within  active  work  zones.  Changes 
to  or  removal  of  vegetative  cover  could  reduce  the  quality  of  insect  life  available  to  sustain  bat 
populations.  However,  short-  and  long-term  cumulative  effects  to  bats  would  be  anticipated  to 
be  negligible. 

Kangaroo  Mouse 

Potentially  suitable  habitat  for  kangaroo  mice  occurs  throughout  various  portions  of  the  project 
area,  and  thus  throughout  the  CESA.  Construction  activities  could  disturb  potentially  suitable 
habitat  in  the  short  term  and  kangaroo  mice  could  be  directly  affected  through  destruction  of 
burrows  and  habitat. 

Utility  line  facilities  within  or  near  suitable  habitat  would  result  in  direct  habitat  loss,  would 
provide  raptor  perches  that  facilitate  predation,  and  increase  human  access  for  recreational 
activities,  all  of  which  could  impact  kangaroo  mice  and  their  habitat.  Power  line  structures  can 
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provide  hunting  and  roosting  perches,  and  nesting  support,  for  many  raptor  species  that  can 
prey  upon  kangaroo  mice. 

Overall  cumulative  effects  to  kangaroo  mice  would  be  short-  and  long-term,  negligible  to  minor. 
Montane  Vole 

Montane  voles  could  be  directly  affected  by  construction  activities  and  other  projects  through 
destruction  of  burrows  and  habitat.  However,  the  montane  vole  is  localized  to  wetland/riparian 
areas  which  have  been  or  typically  would  be  avoided  by  construction  activities  and  projects. 
Thus,  overall  cumulative  effects  to  montane  voles  would  be  negligible  in  both  the  short-term  and 
long-term. 

Desert  Bighorn  Sheep 

The  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative  alignments  within  the  CESA  for  wildlife  cross  both 
potential  and  occupied  desert  bighorn  habitat  from  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  Robinson 
Summit  Substation  site  to  the  southern  terminus  of  the  CESA.  Increased  traffic  on  US-93 
between  Las  Vegas  and  the  Coyote  Springs  Development  could  result  in  increased  collisions 
between  vehicles  and  individuals,  increasing  mortality.  Effects  to  bighorn  sheep  from 
development  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  WWEC  and  increased  recreational  use  of 
public  lands  would  occur  through  displacement  during  project  construction  activities  and  habitat 
disturbance. 

Overall  cumulative  effects  to  desert  bighorn  sheep  would  be  short-  and  long-term,  and  negligible 
to  minor. 

General  Wildlife 

Pronghorn  Antelope 

Most  of  the  CESA  for  wildlife  is  habitat  for  pronghorn  antelope,  except  for  the  higher  elevations. 
Development  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  throughout  the  CESA  north  of  Segment  9B  would 
disturb  pronghorn  antelope  in  the  short  term  due  to  human  activity.  Cumulative  adverse  impacts 
to  pronghorn  would  be  short-term  and  negligible  to  minor,  depending  on  the  magnitude  of 
concurrent  development  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor. 

An  increase  in  the  human  population  within  White  Pine  County  would  result  in  increased  human 
activity  within  pronghorn  habitat,  potentially  concentrating  pronghorn  populations  in  lesser  used 
areas.  Long-term  loss  of  habitat  from  permanent  transmission  facility  foundations  located  within 
the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative  alignments  and  from  increased  human  activity  within 
pronghorn  habitat  would  be  anticipated  to  have  negligible  adverse  impacts  on  pronghorn 
antelope  due  to  the  large  extent  of  suitable  habitat  within  the  CESA. 

Overall  cumulative  effects  to  pronghorn  antelope  would  be  short-  and  long-term,  and  negligible 
to  minor. 

Mule  Deer 

The  majority  of  development  contained  within  the  cumulative  effects  scenario  would  not  be 
within  the  mule  deer  year-round  range.  The  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative  alignments 
cross  through  summer  and  winter  range,  crucial  winter  range,  and  migration  corridors  in  several 
locations.  Effects  to  mule  deer  from  increased  traffic  on  US-93,  development  of  the  SWIP  Utility 
Corridor  and  WWEC,  and  increased  recreational  use  of  public  lands  would  be  similar  to  those 
described  above  for  pronghorn  antelope. 

Overall  cumulative  effects  to  mule  deer  would  be  short-  and  long-term,  and  negligible  to  minor. 
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Bk 

The  majority  of  the  area  of  the  CESA  for  wildlife  is  potential  elk  habitat,  with  exception  of  the 
WWEC/SWIP  Utility  Corridor  south  of  and  along  US-93  in  Lincoln  County.  The  construction  of 
the  Robinson  Summit  Substation  in  conjunction  with  development  within  the  Proposed  Action  or 
Action  Alternative  alignments  may  disturb  elk  and  alter  their  movement  patterns.  Because  those 
developments  are  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  US-50,  the  disturbance  could  result  in  increased 
elk  presence  along  the  highway,  and  increased  incidence  of  collisions  with  vehicles.  All  other 
effects  to  elk  from,  increased  traffic  on  US-93,  development  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and 
WWEC,  and  increased  recreational  use  of  public  lands  would  be  similar  to  those  described 
above  for  pronghorn  antelope. 

Overall  cumulative  effects  to  elk  would  be  short-  and  long-term,  and  negligible  to  minor. 

Migratory  Birds 

The  introduction  of  a new  transmission  line  increases  the  likelihood  of  avian  wildlife  and 
waterfowl  experiencing  in-flight  collisions  with  structures  and  lines.  Development  of  utility 
corridors  would  increase  the  number  of  linear  facility  structures,  increasing  the  potential 
incidence  of  collision.  In  areas  where  high-density  migration  takes  place  across  the  utility 
corridors,  including  design  features  intended  to  reduce  collisions  by  making  structures  more 
visible  to  avian  wildlife  and  waterfowl  would  be  considered.  Transmission  structures  would  be 
designed  to  reduce  electrocutions,  roosting,  perching,  and  nesting  to  the  extent  practicable. 
These  measures  would  mitigate  most  adverse  effects. 

Overall  cumulative  effects  to  migratory  birds  would  be  short-  and  long-term,  and  negligible  to 
minor. 

5.9  Range  Resources 

5.9.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  boundary  for  range  resources  includes  the  full  extent  of  the  allotments  which  the  ON 
Line  Project  footprint  crosses  and  the  permitted  range  uses  within  these  allotments  that  the 
alignments  impact.  The  total  area  of  this  CESA  is  3,084,424  acres  of  BLM,  state,  and  private 
lands. 

Rationale 

Portions  of  each  of  these  allotments  and  permitted  range  uses  occur  within  the  direct  effects 
area  and  could  be  impacted  by  the  project.  Livestock  displaced  from  the  direct  effects  area  by 
the  project  would  likely  be  moved  to  other  portions  of  the  allotments  outside  of  the  direct  effects 
area. 

5.9.2  Introduction 

Figure  5.9-1  depicts  the  CESA  for  range  resources.  The  entire  CESA  for  range  resources  is 
enclosed  within  various  grazing  allotments.  Range  resources  within  the  CESA  would  be  similar 
to  those  described  for  the  project  area  in  Section  3.9. 

Cumulative  effects  to  range  resources  in  the  CESA  primarily  occur  from  historic  fire  suppression 
activities,  historic  and  ongoing  grazing,  utility  generation  and  delivery,  recreation,  community 
development,  and  extractive  industry  activities.  These  activities  reduce  public  lands  available  as 
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range  resources,  or  result  in  adverse  effects  to  the  resource  such  as  spread  of  noxious  and 
non-native,  invasive  weeds,  or  loss  of  vegetative  cover. 

5.9.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

Current  land  ownership  and  uses  within  the  range  resources  CESA  are  presented  in  Tables 
5.1-1  and  5.1-2,  respectively. 

Development  of  the  West  changed  range  conditions  through  historic  grazing  practices;  activities 
that  altered  natural  hydrology;  irresponsible  use  of  fire;  introduction  and  transportation  of 
invasive  and  exotic  species;  and  fire  suppression.  The  combination  of  these  led  to 
establishment  and  prolific  expansion  of  invasive  and  exotic  species,  such  as  cheatgrass. 
Changes  in  vegetative  cover  in  conjunction  with  fire  suppression  led  to  further  changes  in  range 
conditions  that  favored  invasive  and  exotic  species  over  native  vegetative  cover.  Widespread 
changes  in  vegetative  cover  changed  the  fire  regime  and  enhanced  the  effects  of  uncontrolled 
fire  (Young  and  Blank  1995).  Together  these  effects  have  altered  ecosystems  processes, 
vegetative  cover,  and  range  resources  found  within  the  CESA. 

Agriculture,  Forestry  and  Similar  Sources  of  Surface  Disturbance 

The  Lowry  Hazardous  Fuels  Reduction  and  Ecosystem  Enhancement  Project  treated  3,253 
acres  mechanically  and  844  acres  by  prescribed  fire.  This  type  of  project  has  direct  adverse 
effects  by  reducing  forage  and  indirect  long-term  beneficial  impacts  by  protecting  range 
resources  from  the  effects  of  uncontrolled  wildfire,  and  continued  deterioration  of  range 
resources.  The  White  Pine  Sagebrush  Restoration  Project  is  enhancing  sagebrush  habitat  and 
reducing  the  risk  of  large  scale,  high  severity  wildfire  throughout  19,000  acres  between  Currant 
Summit  and  Ellison  Creek,  using  various  mechanical  treatments  on  pinyon,  juniper,  and 
sagebrush.  This  project  has  had  direct  adverse  effects  by  reducing  forage,  and  will  continue  to 
have  indirect  long-term  beneficial  impacts  by  protecting  range  resources  from  the  effects  of 
uncontrolled  wildfire,  and  continued  deterioration  of  range  resources. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Twenty-six  existing  mining  claims  or  districts  are  located  within  the  CESA.  Approximately  41 
acres  or  less  than  0.01  percent,  of  the  CESA  is  disturbed  by  gravel  pits.  The  area  disturbed  by 
the  extractive  industry  (mining,  gas/oil  exploration  and  development)  reduces  acreage  available 
for  grazing  within  the  CESA,  resulting  in  long-term  impacts  to  range  resources.  Currently, 
extractive  activities  within  the  CESA  for  range  resources  are  minimal;  therefore  adverse  impacts 
would  be  negligible. 

Grazing 

The  foremost  past  and  present  impacts  to  range  resources  within  the  area  have  been  recent 
past  grazing  practices,  utility  generation  and  delivery,  and  extractive  industries  activity.  Almost 
three  million  acres,  over  96  percent  of  the  CESA,  is  available  for  grazing. 

Past  and  present  disturbances  to  range  resources  from  grazing  would  be  the  same  as 
conditions  described  for  range  resources  in  the  affected  environment,  Section  3.9. 
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Roads 


The  CESA  for  range  resources  contains  over  26,000  acres  of  disturbance  from  roads.  Existing 
roads  impact  livestock  by  reducing  acreage  available  for  grazing,  separation  of  grazing 
allotments,  and  through  collisions  between  livestock  and  vehicles.  Given  that  roads  only  occupy 
0.87  percent  of  the  CESA,  the  impacts  on  range  resources  from  roads  are  minimal. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Existing  utility  generation  and  delivery  facilities  reduce  available  acreage  in  grazing  allotments  in 
th6  long  term  as  structures/equipment  (i.e.,  compressor  and  pump  stations,  telecommunication 
sites,  water  detention  structures,  power  plants,  substations,  power  lines)  permanently  remove 
vegetation  and  occupy  the  land. 

5.9.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Future  disturbances  to  range  resources  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3  above. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Expansion  of  extractive  activities  (mining  or  oil  and  gas  development)  and  related  impacts  on 
range  resources  are  anticipated  to  be  minimal.  However,  should  economic  feasibility  of  resource 
development  improve  in  the  future,  adverse  impacts  to  range  resources  would  increase  in 
intensity  as  well  as  acreage. 

Grazing 

Grazing  would  continue  within  the  CESA  in  the  foreseeable  future.  Management  of  grazing  on 
BLM  land  under  the  Ely  BLM  District  RMP  (2008a)  is  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  5.2.4  above. 
Under  the  Ely  RMP,  the  BLM  will  continue  to  monitor  and  evaluate  allotments  to  determine  if 
they  are  continuing  to  meet  or  are  making  significant  progress  to  meeting  the  standards  for 
rangeland  health,  and  management  prescriptions  would  be  adjusted  accordingly. 

Future  range  health  would  be  anticipated  to  improve.  Changes  to  the  livestock  grazing 
management  systems  are  proposed  to  improve  the  overall  management  of  livestock  on  the 
affected  allotments,  and  updates  to  the  allotment  management  plans  would  help  to  meet  the 
objectives  of  the  allotments.  Through  the  permitting  process  some  allotments  have  been 
identified  where  standards  have  not  been  met,  however,  significant  progress  is  being  made 
toward  meeting  standards.  Future  changes  to  grazing  management  on  any  identified 
substandard  allotments  would  be  designed  to  improve  range  conditions,  resulting  in  a long-term 
negligible  to  minor  beneficial  impact  to  range  resources.  However,  without  active  improvements 
to  grazing  management,  the  substandard  conditions  could  contribute  to  the  expansion  of 
invasive  and  exotic  species  and  ecological  change  that  result  in  long-term  adverse  effects  to 
range  resources. 

Recreation 

Increased  human  population  would  likely  also  increase  recreational  pressure  on  surrounding 
public  lands.  Increased  human  activity  would  likely  involve  increased  vehicular  and  OHV  use  on 
public  lands,  resulting  in  increased  soil  disturbance  that  would  lead  to  increased  infestation  of 
noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds.  The  potential  for  spread  of  noxious  weeds  from  OHVs 
off-road  is  greater  than  the  potential  for  spread  of  noxious  weeds  from  vehicular  traffic  on  roads 
as  there  is  increased  soil  disturbance  and  greater  potential  to  encounter  and  pick-up  noxious 
weed  seed  when  traveling  off  of  designated  or  maintained  travel  ways.  These  effects  could 
result  in  long-term  degradation  of  range  resource  quality. 
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Under  the  Ely  District  RMP,  OHV  use  will  be  largely  limited  to  existing  roads  and  trails  within  the 
majority  of  the  CESA.  Enforcement  of  this  management  policy  would  result  in  maintaining  the 
number  and  extent  of  existing  roads  and  trails,  and  prevention  of  establishment  of  new  road 
disturbance  within  grazing  allotments,  avoiding  future  degradation  of  range  resources. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Future  WPES  generation  and  delivery  facilities  constructed  when  carbon  capture/sequestration 
is  commercially  feasible,  would  adversely  impact  grazing  allotments  in  both  the  short  and  long 
term  in  the  CESA  and  Steptoe  Valley.  As  proposed,  approximately  1,510  acres  permanently 
occupied  by  the  WPES  facilities  would  no  longer  be  available  for  grazing,  potentially  reducing 
the  AUM  capacity  of  the  allotments.  Other  proposed  linear  utility  projects  would  potentially 
disturb  8,600  acres  and  the  two  wind  generation  projects  would  potentially  disturb  another  9,000 
acres  (Table  5.1-3).  Impacts  to  range  resources  from  future  utility  development  would  be 
similar  to  those  discussed  above  in  Section  5.7,  Vegetation. 

5.9.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

The  CESA  for  range  resources  totals  over  three  million  acres  of  BLM,  state,  and  private  lands. 
Within  the  CESA  for  range  resources,  known  quantifiable  past  and  present  disturbances  total 
approximately  35,654  acres.  Proposed  future  disturbances  identified  above  would  potentially 
disturb  another  approximately  51,265  acres,  including  approximately  800  acres  for  the  ON  Line 
Project.  Acreages  of  disturbance  for  future  proposed  developments  within  the  SWIP  Utility 
Corridor  and  the  WWEC  cannot  be  accurately  quantified  at  this  time  (Table  5.1-4),  but  the 
maximum  area  within  the  roughly  2,640  to  3,500-foot  wide  corridor  from  the  Robinson  Summit 
to  Harry  Allen  substations  (about  250  miles)  that  is  subject  to  disturbance  for  proposed  and 
authorized  developments  would  be  about  106,000  acres  or  about  3.4  percent  of  the  CESA. 

Nearly  96  percent  of  the  CESA  is  available  for  grazing.  Grazing  on  allotments  within  the  CESA 
has  resulted  in  disturbance,  has  adversely  impacted  vegetation  to  varying  degrees,  and  would 
continue  in  the  future.  Management  of  grazing  on  BLM  grazing  allotments  under  the  Ely  District 
RMP  would  result  in  monitoring  of  effects  from  grazing  and  modification  of  practices  to  maintain 
or  improve  vegetative  communities,  which  would  result  in  improved  range  resources. 

5.9.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Adverse  effects  have  occurred  to  range  resources  from  historic  practices,  but  the  affected 
acreage  is  relatively  small.  Future  short-  and  long-term  adverse  cumulative  impacts  to,  and 
permanent  loss  of  range  resources  would  result  from  construction  associated  with  additional 
development  of  utility  production  and  transmission  facilities  within  the  CESA.  Long-term 
beneficial  impacts  to  range  resources  may  be  realized  through  modified  grazing  management 
practices  on  allotments  with  substandard  conditions. 

Adding  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative  disturbances  to  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  range  resources  disturbances,  would  result  in  cumulative  effects  to  range 
resources,  expected  to  be  long-term  and  negligible  to  minor. 
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5.10  Cultural  Resources 


5.10.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  boundary  for  cultural  resources  is  the  same  as  that  for  surface  water  (Figure  5.2-1). 
Rationale 

The  project  should  not  affect  cultural  resources  outside  of  the  direct  effects  area.  Activities 
associated  with  the  ON  Line  Project  that  might  affect  cultural  resources  could  occur  outside  of 
the  actual  disturbance  area,  but  not  likely  outside  of  the  CESA. 

5.10.2  Introduction 

Cultural  resources  potentially  vulnerable  to  the  cumulative  effects  of  the  ON  Line  Project  include 
prehistoric  sites,  prehistoric  landscapes,  historic  sites,  historic  structures,  and  traditional  cultural 
properties.  The  incremental  degradation  of  the  resources  reduces  the  information  and 
interpretive  potential  of  historic  properties.  Data  recovery  in  the  form  of  excavation  or  artifact 
collection  is  considered  an  adverse  effect.  Further,  not  every  site  to  be  impacted  is  mitigated 
but  rather  a representative  sample  of  sites,  as  directed  by  the  agencies.  Therefore  there  is  the 
loss  of  information  from  those  sites  not  mitigated.  Although  this  approach  may  not  have  a large 
impact  on  cultural  resources  as  a result  of  a single  project,  the  cumulative  effect  of  many  large 
projects  in  a region  can  amount  to  a major  loss  of  scientific  and  historic  information  about  the 
local  and  regional  past. 

5.10.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

Land  ownership  and  use  as  it  relates  to  cultural  resources  is  detailed  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2 
above. 

Past  and  present  disturbances  in  the  CESA  that  have  potentially  affected  cultural  resources 
include  fire,  vandalism/looting,  road  construction  and  maintenance,  above  and  below  ground 
utility  facilities,  mining,  mineral  material  activities  (quarry/gravel  pit),  ranching/agriculture,  and 
other  developments  (see  Section  5.2.3  and  also  Appendix  5A).  Known  sites  that  have  been 
determined  ineligible  for  the  NRHP  do  not  require  avoidance;  have  been  discharged  from 
management  (BLM  2008a);  and  therefore  have  likely  been  impacted  by  activities  requiring  the 
cultural  resource  inventory  (i.e.,  development,  utility  installation,  fence  projects,  energy 
exploration,  etc.).  As  directed  by  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  eligible  sites  are  generally  avoided 
or  mitigated  if  avoidance  is  not  possible  for  projects  with  a federal  or  state  nexus. 
Projects/development  disturbances  conducted  prior  to  1966  (i.e.,  prior  to  NHPA)  and/or  those 
without  a federal  or  state  nexus  generally  did  not  identify/quantify  cultural  resource  sites  or 
impacts  to  them. 

5.10.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

The  reasonably  foreseeable  disturbances  in  the  CESA  are  described  in  Section  5.2.4  and 
quantified  for  the  cultural  resources  CESA  in  Table  5.1-3  above. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

As  disclosed  in  the  White  Pine  Energy  Station  (WPES)  ROD  (BLM  2008e),  construction  of  the 
WPES  would  impact  four  NRHP  eligible  sites.  Construction  of  proposed  utilities  and  other  ROW 
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uses  (i.e.,  water  detention  basins,  telecommunication  sites)  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and 
WWEC  (Appendix  5A)  could  also  potentially  impact  eligible  sites. 

Community  Development,  Recreation,  and  Land  Use 

Changes  to  private  agricultural  lands  within  the  CESA  are  likely  as  some  of  these  lands  get 
converted  in  the  future  from  traditional  agricultural  utilization  (farming  and  ranching)  to  more 
residential,  commercial,  and  recreational  utilization.  However,  specific  plans  are  not  known  and 
cannot  be  evaluated  for  this  analysis.  Other  lands,  private  and  public,  have  been  proposed  and 
authorized  for  community  development  (e.g.  Coyote  Springs  Development). 

Impacts  to  cultural  resources  would  depend  on  the  exact  project  location  and  extent  of  ground 
disturbance.  As  much  of  the  CESA  is  on  federal  land  (96.8  percent),  future  disturbances  would 
be  subject  to  NEPA,  Section  106  of  the  NHPA,  and  state  and  federal  regulations  providing 
protection  and  management  of  cultural  resources. 

5.10.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

Past  and  present  disturbance  to  cultural  resources  in  the  CESA  have  been  the  result  of  range 
resource  development,  utility  installation,  road  development,  ranching/agriculture,  private 
development,  archaeological  excavation,  recreational  activities,  and  likely  vandalism  and 
unauthorized  artifact  collection  (Appendix  5A).  Since  the  majority  of  the  CESA  is  under  federal 
jurisdiction,  impacts  to  eligible  cultural  resources  have  generally  been  avoided  or  mitigated 
through  Section  106  regulatory  compliance.  Cumulative  impacts  to  cultural  resources  from 
reasonably  foreseeable  projects  would  mostly  result  from  ground  disturbance  related  to  new 
commercial,  agricultural,  or  industrial  developments. 

Past  and  present  disturbance  has  impacted  cultural  resources  (Section  5.2.3).  NRHP-eligible 
sites  within  permitted  disturbance  areas  were  subject  to  oversight  of  Section  106  of  NHPA; 
therefore  impacts  or  the  loss  of  the  resource  was  mitigated. 

Increased  disturbance  from  multiple  actions  could  result  in  cumulative  adverse  impacts  to  as  yet 
unknown  cultural  resource  sites.  Increased  accessibility  created  by  new  roads  built  in 
association  with  projects  can  cause  cumulative  impacts  related  to  increased  public  visitation, 
recreational  impacts,  unauthorized  artifact  collection,  and  vandalism. 

The  cultural  resources  CESA  totals  nearly  one  million  acres.  Within  the  CESA  for  cultural 
resources,  known  quantifiable  past  and  present  disturbances  total  approximately  11,526  acres. 
Proposed  future  disturbances,  including  the  ON  Line  Project,  would  potentially  disturb 
approximately  58,749  acres.  These  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  disturbances 
total  70,275  acres,  or  about  7.4  percent  of  the  CESA.  Acreages  of  disturbance  for  future 
proposed  developments  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  the  WWEC  cannot  be  accurately 
quantified  at  this  time  (Table  5.1-4),  but  the  maximum  area  within  the  roughly  2,640  to  3,500- 
foot  wide  corridor  from  the  Robinson  Summit  to  Harry  Allen  substations  (about  250  miles)  that  is 
subject  to  disturbance  for  proposed  developments  would  be  about  106,000  acres  or  about  11 
percent  of  the  CESA. 

5.10.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Current  and  future  development  will  contribute  to  the  cumulative  effects,  both  direct  and  indirect, 
on  prehistoric  and  historic  cultural  resources  in  the  region.  All  proposed,  reasonably 
foreseeable  developments  would  be  completed  under  the  oversight  of  Section  106  of  NHPA  if 
there  were  a federal  nexus  and  thus  project  impacts  would  therefore  be  individually  addressed. 
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The  effects  of  adding  the  ON  Line  Project  impacts  to  existing  cultural  resource  disturbances 
would  be  minimal.  Section  106  of  the  NHPA  requires  avoidance  and/or  mitigation  of  impacts  to 
NRHP-eligible  cultural  resources  by  federal  undertakings;  therefore,  cumulative  impacts  from 
the  ON  Line  Project  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  activities  should  be  minor.  Data 
recovery  of  NRHP-eligible  sites  would  expand  the  regional  database  and  knowledge  of 
prehistoric  and  historic  contexts.  The  mitigation  measures  developed  to  avoid  direct  impacts  to 
cultural  resource  would  also  minimize  contributions  to  cumulative  effects. 

5.1 1 Native  American  Concerns 

5.11.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  boundary  for  Native  American  concerns  is  the  same  as  that  for  surface  water 

(Figure  5.2-1). 

Rationale 

This  boundary  was  chosen  because  it  encompasses  the  area  where  there  could  be  indirect 
effects  to  known  culturally  significant  places  and  direct  affects  to  cultural  resource  sites. 

5.11.2  Introduction 

The  BLM  initiated  Native  American  consultation  with  regard  to  the  project  with  the  Section  106 
consultation  letter  sent  out  in  July  2007  as  a result  of  the  proposed  EEC  (which  included  the 
components  of  what  is  now  referred  to  as  the  ON  Line  Project),  and  since  then  consultation  has 
been  ongoing.  The  Tribes  consulted  are  listed  in  Table  3.11-1.  Consultation  included  letters, 
phone  calls,  and  meetings.  Through  this  process,  the  BLM  requested  information  from  the 
Tribes  about  geographically  important  places,  traditional  cultural  places  (TCPs),  and  sacred 
sites  that  may  be  impacted  by  the  proposed  facilities  now  referred  to  as  the  ON  Line  Project. 
Further,  previous  ethnographic  studies  have  identified  places  of  geographic  interest  to  the 
Tribes  within  the  CESA. 

Native  American  tribes  are  generally  concerned  with  public  distribution  of  information  regarding 
the  nature  or  location  of  TCPs,  sacred  sites,  or  geographically  important  places;  therefore  any 
specific  information  provided  to  the  BLM  has  been  held  as  confidential. 

The  ability  of  Native  Americans  to  practice  their  traditional  culture  may  be  reduced  through 
modification  of  the  landscape;  loss  of  available  or  open  land  due  to  developments  and  private 
ownership;  and  degradation  of  resources  over  time.  Resources  such  as  water,  plants,  and 
wildlife  not  only  provide  subsistence,  but  play  an  important  role  in  Native  American  culture  and 
lifeways.  In  addition,  archaeological  sites  and  artifacts  retain  power  and  life-force;  alteration  of 
these  places  or  removal  of  objects  can  disturb  traces  of  the  past  and  existing  power 
relationships. 

5.11.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

Land  ownership  and  uses  for  (thus  disturbances  within)  the  Native  American  concerns  CESA  is 
detailed  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2  above. 

Past  and  present  impacts  to  resources  utilized  by  Native  Americans,  such  as  water,  vegetation, 
and  wildlife,  are  described  in  Sections  5.2,  5.7,  and  5.8,  respectively.  Projects/ 
developments/disturbances  that  occurred  prior  to  implementation  of  the  NHPA  of  1966  or 
without  a federal  or  state  nexus  may  have  impacted  archaeological  sites  and  objects  of 
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importance  to  the  Tribes.  In  general,  artifact  collection  associated  with  archaeological  surveys 
and  archaeological  excavations  as  mitigation  are  considered  impacts  to  the  Tribes  and 
contribute  to  cumulative  impacts.  No  previous  disturbances  to  TCPs,  sacred  sites,  or 
geographically  important  places  were  indicated  by  the  Tribes  during  consultation  at  this  time. 

As  noted  in  Table  5.1-2,  a minimal  amount  of  the  CESA  has  been  disturbed.  Approximately  1 
percent  of  the  CESA  has  been  impacted  by  disturbances  including  gravel  pits,  roads, 
agriculture,  utility  and  other  ROWs,  and  urban  development.  Additional  unquantified 
disturbances  such  as  mining  and  rural  development  have  also  disturbed  area  within  the  CESA. 
Further,  grazing  has  taken  place  on  90  percent  of  land  within  the  CESA.  Cumulative 
disturbances  to  resources  utilized  by  the  Tribes  are  presented  in  the  associated  sections 
(Section  5.2  - Water,  Section  5.7  - Vegetation,  Section  5.8  - Wildlife). 

5.11.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Reasonably  foreseeable  future  impacts  to  resources  utilized  by  the  Tribes  within  the  CESA  are 
described  in  Section  5.2.4  and  would  likely  include  continuation  of  grazing,  recreation, 
development  of  private  lands,  energy  development,  utility  development  (water, 

telecommunication,  power,  gas),  fire  management,  and  mining  (see  Appendix  5A). 
Disturbances  within  the  CESA  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

The  predominant  landscape  altering  disturbances  in  the  CESA  would  be  the  Coyote  Springs 
Development,  Bedrock  Landfill,  ON  Line  Project,  and  the  other  utility-related  projects  (i.e., 
water,  telecommunication,  and  gas)  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  WWEC.  These 
projects  are  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  5.2.4. 

5.11.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

As  shown  in  Section  5.2.5,  approximately  11,526  acres  of  the  CESA  has  been  disturbed  by 
past  and  present  activities,  not  including  habitat  enhancement  projects,  grazing,  or  burned 
areas.  Proposed  future  disturbances,  including  the  ON  Line  Project,  would  potentially  disturb 
another  approximately  58,749  acres,  for  a total  of  70,  275  acres  (7.4  percent  of  CESA). 
Cumulative  disturbances  to  water,  vegetation,  and  wildlife  are  presented  in  Sections  5.2,  5.7, 
and  5.8.  Mitigation  has  been  included  with  the  ON  Line  Project  which  is  protective  of  the 
resources. 

5.11.6  Cumulative  Effects 

There  are  potentially  11  culturally  and/or  geographically  significant  areas  identified  within  or  in 
proximity  to  the  CESA  (Bengston  2007);  not  all  of  these  have  verified  locations  but  rather 
identified  general  vicinities.  These  areas  include  traditional  use  areas,  habitations,  battle  sites, 
burials,  ceremonial  areas,  and  areas  associated  with  traditional  stories.  The  commitment  of 
public  land  for  the  projects  and  developments  in  the  CESA  (Appendix  5A),  would  constitute  a 
cumulative  effect  to  Native  American  tribes  that  claim  the  region  as  their  traditional  use  area. 
The  continued  modification  of  the  landscape  through  numerous  regional  projects  that  impact 
culturally  and/or  geographically  important  places  or  modify  the  Tribes’  visual  relationship  to  the 
landscape  can  have  a cumulative  impact  on  Native  Americans.  However,  how  this  cumulative 
impact  affects  the  Tribes  or  the  individual  over  time  is  unknown  and  difficult  to  quantify. 
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5.12  Land  Use 


5.12.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  boundary  for  land  use  includes  White  Pine,  Nye,  and  Lincoln  counties,  and  a portion 
of  northern  Clark  County.  The  total  area  of  this  CESA  is  25,840,602  acres. 

Rationale 

Cumulative  effects  to  land  use  are  closely  associated  with  socioeconomics.  The  majority  of 
lands  in  the  affected  counties  are  federally  owned.  Shifts  in  land  ownership  (such  as  the  sale  of 
public  lands  into  private  ownership)  and  changes  in  land  management  (such  as  wilderness 
designations)  not  only  indicate  shifts  in  land  use,  but  also  indicate  shifts  in  socioeconomic 
drivers.  At  the  same  time,  the  ON  Line  Project  would  facilitate  development  of  renewable  and 
conventional  energy  facilities  which  have  the  potential  to  affect  land  use  on  large  tracts  of  public 
or  private  land. 

White  Pine,  Nye,  and  Lincoln  counties  are  rural;  have  relatively  low  populations  and  economic 
activities;  and  contain  most  of  the  proposed  facilities.  Two  federal  laws  passed  in  recent  years 
direct  changes  in  federal  land  management  and  ownership  within  Lincoln  County.  A bill  recently 
passed  by  Congress  will  provide  similar  provisions  for  White  Pine  County.  For  these  reasons, 
evaluation  of  cumulative  effects  to  land  use  within  these  counties  is  appropriate  and  relevant  to 
this  environmental  analysis. 

The  Clark  County  Comprehensive  Plan  divides  the  county  into  different  types  of  planning  areas. 
The  proposed  southern  terminus  of  the  transmission  line  and  the  Harry  Allen  Substation  are 
located  within  the  Northeast  County  Rural  Planning  Area  of  Clark  County.  Socioeconomic 
effects  from  the  proposed  project  have  been  evaluated  as  negligible  for  Clark  County  because 
the  City  of  Las  Vegas  so  overwhelmingly  affects  the  socioeconomics  of  the  county.  For  these 
reasons,  only  the  portion  of  the  county  that  contains  the  project  (the  Northeast  County  Rural 
Planning  Area)  is  contained  within  the  CESA  for  land  use. 

5.12.2  Introduction 

Figure  5.12-1  depicts  the  CESA  for  land  use.  County  and  BLM  land  use  plans  for  the  lands,  and 
land  use  within  the  Desert  NWR  and  the  Pahranagat  NWR,  encompassed  by  the  CESA  would 
be  the  same  as  those  described  in  Section  3.12  for  the  Proposed  Action. 

The  1.5-million  acre  Desert  NWR  and  the  5,380-acre  Pahranagat  NWR  fall  within  the  CESA  for 
land  use.  Both  areas  are  managed  by  the  USFWS,  who  “...works  with  others  to  conserve, 
protect,  and  enhance  fish,  wildlife,  plants,  and  their  habitats  for  the  continuing  benefit  of  the 
American  people.” 

Historically,  the  predominant  use  of  the  lands  within  the  CESA  was  for  ranching/grazing  and  the 
extractive  industry.  The  public  lands  administered  by  the  BLM  within  the  CESA  are  managed  for 
multiple  use  including  grazing,  hunting,  recreation,  and  extractive  industries.  More  recently, 
energy  industry  developments  have  led  to  an  increase  in  proposals  for  utility  generation, 
particularly  from  renewable  energy  resources,  and  transmission  infrastructure.  Over  the  past  10 
years,  federal  legislation  has  been  enacted  directing  sale  of  public  lands  to  private  interests  and 
establishment  of  designated  wilderness.  Proposed  community  developments  would  expand 
residential  communities  into  previously  rural,  undeveloped  areas. 
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The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to  land  use  discussed  below 
are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  5.2.3  and  5.2.4. 

5.12.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

Current  land  ownership  and  uses  within  the  land  use  CESA  are  presented  in  Tables  5.1-1  and 
5.1-2,  respectively. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

In  addition  to  the  mining  districts  adjacent  to  or  within  the  project  area  (Table  3.3-2),  there  are 
26  mining  districts  along  with  oil  and  gas  exploration  activities  within  the  CESA.  For  cumulative 
effects  related  to  minerals,  see  Section  5.3. 

Federal  Legislation  Governing  Land  Use 

Five  laws  enacted  by  Congress  within  the  past  10  years  directly  affect  the  land  use  within  the 
CESA.  Table  5.12-1  outlines  the  requirements  of  the  various  pieces  of  legislation. 


TABLE  5.12-1  RECENT  ENACTED  FEDERAL  LEGISLATION  AFFECTING 

LAND  USE  AND  REALTY 


ACT  TITLE,  YEAR 

ACT  PROVISIONS 

Southern  Nevada  Public  Lands 
Management  Act  (SNLMA)  of  1998 

• First  piece  of  legislation  establishing  authority  for  retention  of 
land  sale  proceeds  by  BLM,  State,  and  County  for  various 
uses  (Ensign  2008a) 

Lincoln  County  Lands  Act  of  2000 

• Disposal  of  over  13,000  acres  of  public  land 

• Retention  of  a portion  of  the  proceeds  by  the  State  for  general 
education 

• Retention  of  a portion  of  the  proceeds  by  the  County  with  an 
emphasis  on  support  for  schools 

• Retention  of  a portion  of  the  proceeds  by  the  BLM  in  special 
accounts  to  be  used  for  inventory,  evaluation,  protection,  and 
management  of  unique  archaeological  resources; 
development  of  a multi-species  habitat  conservation  plan; 
reimbursement  of  the  State  and  County  for  costs  associated 
with  sales;  and  for  acquisition  of  environmentally  sensitive  land 
(GPO  2008) 

Clark  County  Conservation  of  Public 
Land  and  Natural  Resources  Act 
(CCCPLNRA)  of  2002 

• Established  the  Arrow  Canyon,  Jimbilnan,  Jumbo  Springs, 
Lime  Canyon,  Muddy  Mountains,  and  Pinto  Valley  WAs 

• Released  WSA  lands  on  the  southeast  boundary  of  the  Desert 
NWR,  contiguous  with  the  Arrow  Canyon,  Muddy  Mountains, 
and  Lime  Canyon  WAs,  and  south  of  the  Lime  Canyon  WA 

• Expanded  the  boundary  of  the  SNPLMA  to  include  22,000 
additional  acres  identified  for  disposal,  with  retention  of 
proceeds  for  conservation  initiatives  within  Clark  County 

• Transfer  of  land  parcels  from  the  BLM  to  the  USFWS  and  NPS 
for  administrative  jurisdiction  (BLM  2008c) 
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ACT  TITLE,  YEAR 

ACT  PROVISIONS 

Lincoln  County  Conservation, 
Recreation,  and  Development  Act 
(LCCRDA)  of  2004 

• Disposal  of  up  to  90,000  acres  of  public  land 

• Retention  of  a portion  of  the  land  sale  proceeds  by  the  State 
for  the  educational  fund 

• Retention  of  a portion  of  the  proceeds  by  the  County  for 
economic  development 

• Retention  of  a portion  of  the  proceeds  by  the  BLM  in  special 
accounts  to  be  used  for  inventory,  evaluation,  protection,  and 
management  of  unique  archaeological  resources; 
development  of  a multispecies  habitat  conservation  plan; 
reimbursement  of  BLM  costs  associated  with  sales;  for 
management  of  the  Silver  State  OHV  Trail;  and  for 
management  of  the  wilderness  designated  by  the  act 

• Designation  of  nearly  770,000  acres  of  wilderness 

• Release  of  over  245,000  acres  of  WSA 

• Establishment  of  utility  corridors  for  the  Southern  Nevada 
Water  Authority  and  the  Lincoln  County  Water  District,  and 
relocation  of  an  existing  utility  corridor  along  US-93 

• Designation  of  the  Silver  State  OHV  T rail 

• Conveyance  of  nearly  5,000  acres  of  BLM  land  to  the  State 
and  County  for  use  as  parks  and  open  space 

• T ransfer  of  administrative  jurisdiction  for  over  8,000  acres 
associated  with  the  relocated  utility  corridor  from  the  USFWS 
to  the  BLM,  and  transfer  of  over  8,500  acres  of  land  from  the 
BLM  to  the  USFWS  near  the  Desert  NWR  (Ensign  2008b) 

• Allows  funds  to  be  used  to  process  public  land  use 
authorizations  and  ROWs  relating  to  the  development  of  the 
13,000  acres  of  land  conveyed  under  the  Lincoln  County 
Lands  Act 

White  Pine  County  Conservation, 
Recreation  and  Development  Act 
(WPCCRDA)  of  2006 

• Disposal  of  up  to  45,000  acres  of  BLM  lands 

• Designation  of  approximately  558,000  acres  of  wilderness 

• Release  of  over  54,000  acres  of  WSAs 

• Allow  for  jurisdictional  land  transfers  to  protect  areas  around 
Great  Basin  NP  and  expand  two  Nevada  State  Parks 

• Conveyance  of  approximately  1 ,750  acres  of  BLM  lands  to 
White  Pine  County  for  airport  and  industrial  park  expansion 

• Study  of  an  OHV  trail 

• Transfer  of  lands  into  trust  for  the  Ely  Shoshone  Tribe 

• Amendments  to  the  SNPLMA 

• Funding  of  All-American  Canal  Projects,  in  return  for  which 
Nevada  would  be  guaranteed  the  right  to  divert  and  consume 
a portion  of  water  from  Lake  Mead  (Ensign  2008c) 
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In  general,  the  above  legislation  resulted  in  transfer  of  ownership  of  public  lands  to  private 
interests,  along  with  the  designation  of  WAs  and  release  of  some  WSA  lands.  Conversion  of 
WSAs  to  designated  wilderness  assured  permanent  protection  for  the  wilderness  values  for  the 
areas,  with  no  change  to  existing  land  use  as  WSAs  are  managed  as  wilderness  until  final 
determination  is  made.  The  release  of  WSA  lands  would  have  freed  the  lands  under  study  for 
broader  multiple  use. 

The  Lincoln  County  Land  Act  Groundwater  Development  and  Utility  Right-of-Way  Project, 
includes  groundwater  facilities,  electrical  power  infrastructure,  communication  facilities,  and  a 
natural  gas  pipeline.  The  Lincoln  County  Water  District,  in  cooperation  with  the  Lincoln  County 
Power  District  No.  1,  and  the  Lincoln  County  Telephone  Company,  is  proposing  to  construct 
groundwater  facilities  and  ancillary  utility  infrastructure  designed  to  pump  and  convey 
groundwater  that  has  been  permitted  or  may  be  permitted  by  the  Nevada  State  Engineer  in  the 
Clover  Valley  and  Tule  Desert  Hydrographic  Areas  for  use  by  Lincoln  County  Water  District 
customers.  In  addition,  Southwest  Gas  Corporation  is  proposing  to  construct  and  operate  a 
natural  gas  line  and  metering  facility  within  the  southernmost  portion  of  the  water  project 
corridor  to  serve  planned  development  in  the  area.  Permanent  disturbance  associated  with  this 
project  would  be  240  acres. 

Grazing 

For  the  most  part,  grazing  in  the  CESA  appears  to  be  in  conformance  with  established  BLM 
RMPs  and  standards.  Substandard  conditions  on  a few  allotments,  created  largely  by  historic 
grazing  use  rather  than  current  use,  are  being  addressed  to  bring  allotments  into  conformance 
with  plans  and  standards.  For  cumulative  effects  related  to  grazing,  see  Section  5.9. 

industrial  Development 

The  Apex  Industrial  Park  represents  concentrated  industrial  development  within  the  CESA. 
Because  of  the  location  of  the  park,  it  is  surrounded  by  open  space  and  removed  from  other 
potentially  conflicting  uses,  such  as  recreation  or  communities. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Existing  electric  utility  generation  and  delivery  facilities  within  the  CESA  for  land  use  include  the 
Harry  Allen  Generation  Station,  Crystal  Substation,  Chokecherry  power  line,  Falcon-Gonder 
transmission  line,  numerous  transmission  lines  to  and  from  the  Harry  Allen  Generating  Station, 
Lincoln  County  Power  District  transmission  lines,  Gonder  to  Machacek  transmission  line,  other 
NV  Energy  power  lines,  water  detention  basins  for  Coyote  Springs  Development,  and  Mount 
Wheeler  power  lines.  All  existing  transmission  lines  appear  to  be  within  authorized  utility  ROWs. 

Summary 

Past  and  present  land  uses  within  the  CESA  for  land  use  appear  to  be  in  accordance  with  BLM 
land  use  plans  or  county  zones  or  land  use  designations. 
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5.12.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Future  disturbances  to  land  use  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3  above. 

Community  Development 

Residential/community  development  on  private  land  in  the  Coyote  Springs  area  (described  in 
detail  in  Section  5.2)  deviates  from  the  other  surrounding  and  historic  land  uses  in  the  area. 
This  development  would  represent  a shift  in  land  use  in  the  future.  However,  this  development  is 
consistent  with  the  comprehensive  plans  for  Clark  and  Lincoln  counties.  The  transmission  line 
for  the  ON  Line  Project,  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor,  would  lie  between  the  Coyote  Springs 
Development  and  immediately  adjacent  to  the  Desert  NWR,  a prominent  land  use  in  the 
immediate  vicinity  of  Coyote  Springs.  Development  of  the  residential  area  and  projects  within 
the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  WWEC  would  result  in  three  very  different  land  uses  occurring  in 
immediate  proximity  to  each  other.  While  these  land  uses  are  not  necessarily  incompatible,  they 
could  detract  from  one  another. 

Another  residential  community,  Hidden  Valley,  to  be  developed  on  a 914-acre  ranch  would  be 
located  near  Moapa,  Nevada.  The  community  would  include  a small  commercial  center 
surrounded  by  over  4,000  homes.  Home  sites  would  range  from  half-acre  lots  up  to  multi-family 
homes  with  18  units  per  acre.  The  property  is  adjacent  to  the  Reid  Gardner  power  plant.  NV 
Energy  raised  concerns  about  the  development  limiting  future  economic  growth  through 
industrial  development  because  of  the  proximity  of  the  proposed  residential  development  to  the 
power  plant  (Moapa  Valley  Progress  2006). 

Federal  Legislation  Governing  Land  Use 

The  five  pieces  of  federal  legislation  listed  above  provided  for  release  of  BLM  land  for  sale  into 
private  ownership.  While  sale  of  some  tracts  has  been  accomplished  or  is  underway,  future 
sales  of  lands  under  these  laws  would  continue  to  result  in  shifts  land  use  into  the  future. 

Industrial  Development 

Approximately  6,000  acres  of  industrial  lots  are  available  for  sale  within  the  21,000-acre  Apex 
Industrial  Park.  The  number  of  acres  currently  disturbed  is  unknown.  The  intent  is  for  further 
development  of  industry  within  the  park,  which  would  be  compatible  with  existing  uses,  and  thus 
would  have  no  adverse  impact  on  land  use. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Expansion  of  extractive  activities  (mining  or  oil  and  gas  development)  would  involve  some  road 
construction  and  drilling  in  selected  areas,  and  would  have  negligible  adverse  impacts  on  land 
use.  However,  should  economic  feasibility  of  resource  development  improve  in  the  future, 
additional  impacts  to  land  use  could  occur.  As  extractive  operations  increase  in  acreage  and 
legislated  land  sales  reduce  availability  of  public  land  for  recreational  activity,  conflicts  in  land 
use  could  result.  Permits  issued  by  the  BLM  for  planned  mining,  oil,  and  gas  exploration  assure 
that  future  exploration  and  development  would  be  consistent  with  BLM  RMPs. 

Airport  Expansion 

Yelland  Field  (aka  Ely  Airport),  the  airport  north  of  Ely,  is  proposed  for  expansion.  The 
conveyance  of  1,545  acres  of  public  land  to  White  Pine  County  occurred  as  part  of  the  White 
Pine  County  Conservation,  Recreation,  and  Development  Act  of  2006  to  provide  the  needed 
area  to  lengthen  the  runway  by  5,000  feet  and  construct  additional  hangars,  road,  and  fencing. 
The  Yelland  Field  Expansion  project  would  allow  for  the  expansion  and  development  of  airport 
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facilities  in  White  Pine  County,  and  encourage  development  of  air  service  and  aviation-related 
industry.  The  extension  of  the  runway  and  construction  of  new  terminal  building  have  not  been 
initiated. 

Railroad  Development 

The  Nevada  Northern  Railway  is  an  existing  ROW,  extending  from  northern  Goshute  Valley, 
near  Shatter,  Nevada  south  through  Steptoe  Valley  to  the  City  of  Ely,  Nevada.  The  project 
includes  reconstruction  of  the  existing  railroad.  The  City  of  Ely  and  the  White  Pine  Historical 
Railroad  Foundation  currently  own  the  rail  line  and  ROW,  and  intend  to  rehabilitate  the  track  to 
support  economic  development  in  the  Ely  area.  Construction  staging  areas  would  be  necessary 
along  the  ROW.  These  areas  would  be  on  private  land  and  would  be  located  every  20  to  50 
miles.  No  fencing  of  the  private  ROW  is  anticipated.  Borrow  pits  for  earth  materials  would  be 
required  for  grade  construction/rehabilitation. 

Reconstruction  and  use  of  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  would  cross  15  grazing  allotments  and 
could  affect  access  of  livestock  to  all  areas  of  these  allotments  and  lead  to  land  use  conflicts 
such  as  collisions  between  trains  and  livestock.  Long-term  use  of  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway 
is  intended  to  increase  commercial  and  industrial  development  north  of  Ely  which  would  be  a 
change  to  the  existing  agricultural  land  use. 

Recreation 

Increased  White  Pine  County  population  would  lead  to  increased  recreational  use  of  public 
lands  in  the  County  and  in  the  vicinity.  Increased  recreational  use  could  lead  to  increased  use 
conflicts  on  those  lands.  Additionally,  the  Desert  NWR  is  proposing  to  develop  a visitor  center  to 
improve  visitor  services,  increase  wildlife-dependent  recreational  opportunities,  and  protect 
unique  natural,  cultural,  and  historical  resources.  A new  visitor  facility  could  result  in  increased 
public  use  of  the  NWR.  New  visitor  facilities  could  result  in  both  beneficial  and  adverse  effects  to 
land  use.  Increased  public  use  could  lead  to  increased  land  use  conflicts.  However,  increased 
public  contact  and  information  could  enhance  environmentally  responsible  use  of  public  lands. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Development  of  the  WPES  in  White  Pine  County,  along  with  associated  infrastructure  when 
commercially  feasible,  may  result  in  the  sale  of  federal  lands  into  private  ownership.  Installation 
of  various  power  lines,  gas  lines,  water  supply  lines,  water  detention  basins,  telecommunication 
facilities,  and  petroleum  product  lines  within  the  SWIP  and  other  utility  corridors  (discussed  in 
greater  detail  in  Section  5.7,  disturbance  summarized  in  Table  5.1-3)  in  the  CESA  would  affect 
surface  land  uses,  such  as  grazing,  to  a minor  extent  in  the  short  term,  and  to  a limited  extent  in 
the  long  term.  Utility  developments  identified  within  the  CESA  appear  to  be  consistent  with 
county  land  use  plans  and  BLM  RMPs.  Together  these  developments  would  result  in  a slight 
reduction  in  federal  land  ownership  and  a shift  away  from  grazing  uses. 

Future  identified  development  of  transmission  and  other  utility  lines  within  established  utility 
corridors  includes  the  Great  Basin  Transmission  line  (aka  SWIP-South),  a second  circuit  on  the 
Harry  Alien-Mead  transmission  line  (NV  Energy),  SNWA  transmission  and  water  lines,  Lincoln 
County  Power  District  transmission  lines,  and  the  TransCanada  transmission  lines.  These 
identified  developments  would  be  consistent  with  planned  uses  for  the  corridors.  Future  addition 
of  the  transmission  line  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  and  the  Action  Alternative,  as  well 
as  other  proposed  power  and  pipelines  would  be  compatible  with  existing  land  uses  in  the  Apex 
Industrial  Park. 
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Sithe  Global  Power  LLC’s  proposed  development  of  the  Toquop  Energy  Project,  a 700-MW 
natural  gas  electric  power  plant,  located  14  miles  northwest  of  the  City  of  Mesquite,  Nevada  in 
Lincoln  County,  to  provide  electrical  power  to  utilities  in  Nevada  is  also  a potential  future 
reasonably  foreseeable  development.  The  electric  power-generating  facility  would  be  located  on 
a 450-acre  parcel  of  land.  The  plant  would  average  approximately  400  construction  workers  for 
the  32-month  construction  period,  with  peak  employment  of  over  800  workers.  Once 
operational,  the  plant  would  have  about  50  full-time  employees  (Lincoln  County  Record  2010). 
The  approved  plant  was  granted  2,100  acre-feet  per  year  of  the  7,000  acre-feet  per  year  of 
water  needed  to  run  that  plant;  the  Nevada  State  Engineer  was  studying  the  availability  of  the 
additional  4,900  acre-feet  per  year  requested  (Toquop  Energy  Project  2007).  In  addition,  Sithe 
Global  plans  to  develop  the  Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar  Project,  a 50  MW  photovoltaic  power  facility  on 
about  1,000  acres  of  private  land,  located  about  4 miles  northwest  of  Mesquite,  Nevada. 

The  Nevada  Wind  and  Enexco  Wind  projects,  as  described  in  Section  5.6.4,  would  include  a 
lease  area  total  of  approximately  9,006  acres.  In  addition,  Spring  Valley  Wind  has  applied  for  a 
ROW  grant  from  the  BLM,  Ely  District  to  construct  a 149  MW  wind  powered  generation  facility 
that  would  utilize  75  wind  turbines.  This  project  would  be  located  in  Spring  Valley,  northeast  of 
Ely,  in  White  Pine  County.  The  facility  would  be  constructed  within  an  8,565-acre  project  area 
with  336  acres  of  temporary  disturbance  and  1 1 1 acres  of  long-term  disturbance.  An  EA  for  this 
project  was  released  in  July  2010. 

Wilson  Creek  Power  Partners  LLC  has  applied  for  a ROW  grant  from  BLM,  Ely  District  to 
construct,  operate,  and  maintain  up  to  a 990  MW  wind  powered  generation  facility.  It  would 
include  158  to  195  wind  turbines  and  collateral  infrastructure.  This  project  would  be  located  in 
the  Wilson  Creek  Range  about  20  miles  northwest  of  Pioche,  in  Lincoln  County.  This  project 
would  require  about  31,000  acres  located  on  lands  administered  by  the  BLM,  Ely  District  Office. 
This  project  is  in  the  initial  stages  of  the  NEPA  process. 

Summary 

Reasonably  foreseeable  future  land  uses  within  the  CESA  appear  to  be  in  accordance  with  BLM 
land  use  plans  or  county  zones  or  land  use  designations. 

5.12.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

Past,  present,  and  future  land  use  appears  to  be  in  accordance  with  BLM  land  use  plans,  county 
zones,  or  land  use  designations.  Past,  present,  and  future  development  of  utility  generation  and 
delivery  facilities,  along  with  residential  development,  potential  extractive  (mine,  gas,  and  oil) 
development,  and  legislated  land  sales  could  result  in  a trend  shifting  land  ownership  from 
public  to  private,  and  land  use  away  from  past  uses  such  as  grazing  to  industrial.  Additionally 
land  sales  would  reduce  public  lands  available  for  recreation  and  other  public  use. 

The  CESA  for  land  use  totals  25,840,602  acres.  Within  the  CESA  for  land  use,  known 
quantifiable  past  and  present  disturbances  total  over  277,270  acres  (about  1 percent  of  CESA). 
Proposed  future  disturbances  would  potentially  disturb  another  approximately  106,855  acres, 
including  approximately  800  acres  for  the  ON  Line  Project,  1,510  acres  for  the  WPES,  450 
acres  for  Toqoup  Energy  Project,  and  1,000  acres  for  the  Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar  Project. 
Acreages  of  disturbance  for  future  proposed  developments  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and 
the  WWEC  cannot  be  accurately  quantified  at  this  time,  but  the  maximum  area  within  the 
roughly  2,640  to  3,500-foot  wide  corridor  from  the  Robinson  Summit  to  Harry  Allen  substations 
(about  250  miles)  that  is  subject  to  disturbance  for  proposed  developments  would  be  about 
106,000  acres  or  about  0.4  percent  of  the  CESA. 
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5.12.6  Cumulative  Effects 


Adding  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative  disturbances  to  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  future  land  uses,  cumulative  adverse  effects  to  land  use  are  expected  to  be  long- 
term and  negligible  to  minor,  resulting  largely  from  sale  of  public  lands  and  increased  potential 
for  use  conflicts. 

5.13  Special  Designations 

5.13.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  for  Special  Designations  includes  all  SDAs  within  a 50-mile  buffer  of  the  ON  Line 
Project  footprint,  although  the  majority  of  potential  effects  would  be  very  localized,  centered 
around  construction  activities.  The  total  area  of  this  CESA  is  18,500,251  acres  (no  figure). 

Rationale 

As  stated  in  Section  4.13,  analysis  of  impacts  to  special  designations  is  from  the  perspective  of 
people  utilizing  SDAs.  Impacts  to  SDAs  should  not  be  noticeable  beyond  this  area  (i.e. , people 
using  SDAs  outside  of  the  identified  CESA  would  not  likely  perceive  impacts  from  the  Project). 
The  majority  of  impacts  would  be  localized,  centered  around  and  during  actual  construction 
activities. 

5.13.2  Introduction 

There  are  53  SDAs  within  the  CESA,  established  by  the  federal  or  state  government  to  protect 
wilderness,  wildlife  habitat,  and  other  recreational,  ecological,  or  historical  values.  Special 
designations  within  the  CESA  are  described  in  detail  in  Section  3.13. 

Depending  on  proximity  of  SDAs  to  disturbances,  impacts  to  the  areas  can  be  from  visual  or  air 
quality  degradation,  or  noise.  Projects  within  the  CESA  could  result  in  adverse  impacts  to  air 
quality  through  ground  disturbance  and  emissions,  or  create  visual  or  auditory  disturbances. 
When  combined  with  the  effects  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative,  these  projects 
could  affect  qualities  managed  for  within  the  Special  Designations  that  are  found  in  the  CESA. 

The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to  SDAs  discussed  below 
are  described  in  detail  in  Section  5.2.3  and  5.2.4. 

5.13.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

Current  land  ownership  and  uses  within  the  special  designations  CESA  are  presented  in  Tables 
5.1-1  and  5.1-2. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Existing  extractive  industry  uses  within  the  CESA  may  impact  SDAs.  Open  pit  mined  areas  are 
susceptible  to  wind  erosion  and  can  impact  air  quality  and  visibility.  Mining  and  oil  and  gas 
exploration  involve  road  construction  and  use  of  drilling  equipment.  Construction  has  short-term 
impacts  through  increased  road  dust,  and  the  visual  intrusion  of  the  equipment.  Long-term 
effects  would  result  from  the  presence  of  roads  on  the  landscape. 


ON  Line  Project 
Final  EIS 


5-71 


Grazing 

Existing  grazing  uses  throughout  the  CESA  should  have  little  effect  on  SDAs.  Grazing  uses  can 
result  in  dust  that  would  adversely  affect  air  quality  and  visibility,  but  the  effects  would  be 
localized  in  areas  of  degraded  range  conditions  and  susceptible  to  wind  erosion. 

Industrial  Development 

The  Apex  Industrial  Park  containing  utility  infrastructure,  landfills,  quarries,  and  manufacturing 
could  impact  SDAs  a couple  of  ways.  The  power  plants  produce  emissions  that  in  the  long  term 
would  affect  SDAs  that  lie  within  a 10  to  15  mile  radius  of  the  plants,  as  well  as  SDAs  down 
wind.  Disturbed  areas  are  susceptible  to  wind  erosion  and  could  impact  air  quality  and  visibility 
downwind  in  the  long  term. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Existing  transmission  lines  west  of  US-93  may  be  in  the  view  shed  from  portions  of  the  Delamar 
Mountains  WA,  and  would  clearly  be  visible  from  backcountry  hikers  along  portions  of  the 
Sheep  and  Las  Vegas  Ranges  within  the  Desert  NWR. 

Expanded  Recreation  Facilities 

The  Desert  NWR  has  released  a Draft  EA  for  development  of  visitor  facilities  within  the  Range. 
Existing  visitor  use  facilities  do  not  provide  adequate  capacity  or  opportunities  to  inform  visitors 
about  recreational  opportunities  and  increased  visitation  is  anticipated  to  further  strain  existing 
facilities.  New  facilities  would  include  a visitor  center  and  administrative  complex,  along  with 
associated  roads  and  parking  areas  (USFWS  2007d). 

5.13.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Potential  disturbances  from  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  within  the  SDA  CESA  are  quantified 

in  Table  5.1-3. 

Community  Development 

Development  of  the  residential  areas  of  Coyote  Springs  (described  in  detail  in  Section  5.7  and 

5.12.4  above)  could  impact  down-wind  SDAs  in  both  the  short  and  long  term.  Short-term  effects 
would  result  from  construction  dust  and  emissions  impacting  air  quality  and  visual  resources. 
Long-term  effects  would  result  in  visual  disturbance  from  the  density  of  development,  and 
adverse  impacts  to  air  quality  from  residents  motor  vehicle  use.  Both  developments  would 
create  new  or  additional  light  sources  in  the  area,  potentially  affecting  dark  night  skies,  but  those 
effects  would  be  incremental  to  the  effects  of  the  City  of  Las  Vegas  and  its  suburbs. 
Construction  or  operation  of  transmission  lines  associated  with  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action 
Alternative  would  not  be  anticipated  to  contribute  to  these  cumulative  effects  to  dark  night  skies. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Future  development  of  mining  and  gas  and  oil  leases  could  impact  air  quality  and  visual 
resources  through  ground  disturbance  and  distribution  of  dust  particles  in  the  air  during 
construction.  Long-term  impacts  to  air  quality  and  visual  resources  could  result  should  mineral 
resources  be  developed  within  claims,  resulting  in  establishment  of  new  mines,  or  expansion  of 
existing  surface  mining  operations. 
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Industrial  Development 

Sale  of  remaining  lots  and  full  development  of  the  approximately  6,000  acres  available  within 
the  Apex  Industrial  Park  could  increase  emissions  and  dust  affecting  visibility,  and  could  result 
in  increased  population  affecting  recreational  use  of  SDAs  in  the  area. 

Recreation 

Increased  population  would  lead  to  increased  recreational  use  of  public  lands  in  the  county  and 
in  the  vicinity.  Increased  recreational  use  would  likely  lead  to  increased  contact  between 
persons  using  remote  and  wilderness  areas,  and  potentially  increased  opportunity  for 
degradation  of  natural  conditions.  Additionally,  the  Desert  NWR  has  approved  a visitor  center  to 
improve  visitor  services,  increase  wildlife-dependent  recreational  opportunities,  and  protect 
unique  natural,  cultural,  and  historical  resources.  A new  visitor  facility  could  result  in  increased 
public  use  of  the  NWR. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Development  of  additional  power,  water,  and  gas  lines  and  other  development  within  the  SWIP 
Utility  Corridor  in  particular  could  impact  SDAs.  Any  construction  of  above  ground  facilities  or 
underground  pipelines  could  impact  air  quality  and  thus,  visibility  in  the  short  term.  Long-term 
effects  from  utility  development  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  WWEC  could  include  visual 
impacts  in  proximity  to  SDAs. 

Development  of  the  Flat  Top  Mesa  1 ,000-acre  solar  power  facility  near  Mesquite  or  a 9,000  acre 
solar  power  facility  at  the  Coyote  Springs  planned  community  development  could  impact  SDAs. 
There  could  be  short-term  impacts  to  air  quality  from  ground  disturbance  and  emissions  during 
construction.  The  facilities  would  be  visible  over  a large  area  which  could  result  in  a long-term 
impact  to  SDAs  in  the  area. 

Development  of  the  WPES  coal-fired  power  plant  or  the  Toquop  natural  gas-fired  power  plant 
would  result  in  short-term  impacts  to  air  quality  and  visual  resources  from  ground  disturbance 
and  emissions  from  construction.  In  the  long  term  the  facilities  would  be  visible  in  the 
surrounding  area,  emissions  would  impact  air  quality,  visibility  and  visual  resources,  and  night 
lighting  of  the  facility  would  impact  dark  night  skies.  These  effects  would  impact  SDAs  in  the 
immediate  vicinities  and  downwind  of  the  power  plants. 

As  discussed  in  Section  5.15.4  (Visual  Resources),  wind  turbines  from  the  various  proposed 
wind  projects  (Table  5.1-3  and  Appendix  5A)  would  introduce  large  scale  visual  disturbances 
on  the  landscape,  potentially  visually  impacting  SDAs  in  the  vicinity  of  those  projects. 

5.13.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

The  special  designations  CESA  totals  18,500,251  acres.  Within  the  CESA  for  special 
designations,  known  quantifiable  past  and  present  disturbances  total  approximately  269,078 
acres.  Proposed  future  disturbances  would  potentially  disturb  another  104,426  acres,  including 
an  estimated  1,510  acres  for  the  WPES  power  plant  and  related  facilities.  Acreages  of 
disturbance  for  future  proposed  developments  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  the 
WWEC  cannot  be  accurately  quantified  at  this  time,  but  the  maximum  area  within  the  roughly 
2,640  to  3,500-foot  wide  corridor  from  the  Robinson  Summit  to  Harry  Allen  substations  (about 
250  miles)  that  is  subject  to  disturbance  for  proposed  developments  would  be  about  106,000 
acres  or  about  0.6  percent  of  the  CESA.  The  total  quantifiable  cumulative  disturbance  to  special 
designations  within  the  CESA  would  be  approximately  342,393  acres,  which  is  less  than  2 
percent  of  the  total  area  of  the  CESA. 
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Changes  to  Ambient  Air  Quality 

Section  5.6  of  this  FEIS  discusses  air  quality  due  to  the  proposed  construction  and  operation  of 
the  ON  Line  Project  in  conjunction  with  other  projects  in  the  Air  Resources  CESA.  Evaluation  of 
past  and  present  projects  is  contained  within  analysis  of  the  existing  ambient  air  conditions,  and 
discussed  in  conjunction  with  potential  impacts  of  the  ON  Line  Project  on  SDAs  in  Section 
4.13.2.1. 

Sections  5.6.6.1  and  5.6.6.2  describe  ambient  air  quality  impacts  from  the  Proposed  Action  and 
the  Action  Alternative,  to  include  future  projects.  The  overall  impact  of  the  existing  and 
reasonably  foreseeable  emissions  sources  identified  in  Sections  5.6.3  to  5.6.5  would  not  be 
expected  to  significantly  change  the  current  air  quality  levels  in  the  CESA.  The  same  analysis 
approach  described  in  Section  4.13.2.1  was  used  for  cumulative  impact  analysis. 

Based  on  information  provided  in  the  WPES  EIS  (BLM  2008d),  cumulative  impacts  to  air  quality 
in  SDAs  within  a 50  mile  radius  of  the  proposed  WPES  plant  site  within  the  CESA  would  be 
long-term  and  would  comply  with  applicable  NAAQS.  Cumulative  effects  to  air  quality  of  SDAs 
from  ON  Line  Project  in  conjunction  with  other  construction  in  nearby  areas  within  the  CESA 
would  be  short-term  and  negligible. 

Changes  to  Viewsheds 

In  the  CESA,  cumulative  visual  effects  to  SDAs  would  occur  to  the  Desert  NWR,  Delamar 
Mountains,  Meadow  Valley  Range,  and  Arrow  Canyon  WAs,  and  the  Mormon  Mesa  and  Kane 
Springs  ACECs  from  increased  development  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor/WWEC  combined 
with  the  Coyote  Springs  Development.  Utility  corridor  development  would  contribute  a short- 
term impact  on  visual  resources  for  underground  facilities  (pipelines),  although  these  often  have 
associated  aboveground  appurtenances  (i.e.,  pumps,  regeneration  stations,  etc.)  that  would 
contribute  to  long-term  impacts.  Above  ground  transmission  lines  would  contribute  a long-term 
impact.  Future  development,  in  conjunction  with  transmission  lines  in  the  Apex  Industrial  Park 
area  would  increase  the  density  of  development  in  the  area,  potentially  making  it  more  visible 
from  Coyote  Springs  ACEC,  and  the  Arrow  Canyon  and  Muddy  Mountains  WAs.  Such 
development  could  contribute  both  short-term  (construction)  and  long-term  (permanent 
structures)  visual  impacts. 

The  stacks  and  boilers  from  the  WPES  project  would  be  visible  within  a broad  area  of  Steptoe 
Valley  (described  in  detail  in  Section  5.15).  Other  new  visual  intrusions  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
proposed  power  plant  would  include  power  lines  (associated  with  the  WPES  and  those  installed 
in  conjunction  with  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  WWEC).  These  visual  developments  would 
expand  the  visual  intrusion  of  human  development  on  the  natural  scene  primarily  for  Goshute 
Canyon,  Becky  Peak,  Bristlecone,  and  High  Schells  WAs,  the  Pony  Express  Trail,  and  for  the 
Cleve  Creek  Baldy  RNA. 

The  solar  and  wind  power  generating  projects  would  likely  be  visible  from  long  distances. 
Numerous  wind  turbines  and  broad  solar  facilities  would  introduce  large  scale  visual  impacts  on 
the  SDAs  in  adjacent  areas.  SDAs  impacted  by  these  facilities  would  include  the  Beaver  Dam 
Slope  ACEC,  Mormon  Mesa  ACEC,  Parsnip  Peak  WA,  Bristlecone  WA,  and  Becky  Peak  WA. 

Changes  to  Noise  Levels 

Cumulative  noise  effects  to  the  Goshute  Canyon,  Becky  Peak,  Bristlecone,  and  High  Schells 
WAs,  and  the  North-South  Schells  RNA  would  result  from  the  cumulative  effects  of  construction 
and  increased  worker  traffic  in  the  short  term,  as  noise  is  quickly  attenuated  by  distance  and 
topography  (Section  5.16.1).  Increased  noise  effects  may  be  noticeable  in  some  nearby  SDAs 
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at  certain  times,  depending  on  wind  direction  and  speed;  however,  those  effects  would  not  be 
expected  to  be  a prominent  disturbance  in  the  natural  setting. 

Changes  in  Recreation 

The  northern  section  of  the  CESA  in  White  Pine  and  northern  Lincoln  counties  would  likely  see 
increases  in  recreational  use  of  SDAs  from  the  population  influx  associated  with  construction  of 
the  ON  Line  Project  and  construction  and  operation  of  the  WPES.  Those  SDAs  located  in 
closest  proximity,  or  more  easily  accessed  from  the  developed  population  centers  (Goshute 
Canyon,  Becky  Peak,  Bristlecone,  High  Schells  and  Mount  Moriah  WAs;  North-South  High 
Schells  and  Cleve  Creek  Baldy  RNAs;  and  Great  Basin  NP)  would  likely  see  the  most  intensive 
recreational  use. 

5.13.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Table  5.13-1  indicates  which  SDAs  within  the  CESA  would  experience  either  temporary  or 
permanent  impacts  to  various  aspects  of  the  SDA.  Those  SDAs  not  listed  in  Table  5.13-1  would 
experience  no  or  negligible  effects. 


TABLE  5.13-1  CUMULATIVE  IMPACTS  TO  SDAS 


SPECIAL 

DESIGNATION  AREA 

LIGHT 

POLLUTION 

VISUAL 

NOISE 

RECREATION 

Arrow  Canyon  WA 

X 

Becky  Peak  WA 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Bristlecone  WA 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Delamar  Mountains  WA 

X 

Goshute  Canyon  WA 

X 

X 

X 

X 

High  Schells  WA 

X 

X 

X 

X 

Meadow  Valley  Range  WA 

X 

Mount  Grafton  WA 

X 

Mt.  Moriah  WA 

X 

Muddy  Mountains  WA 

X 

Parsnip  Peak  WA 

X 

South  Egan  Range  WA 

X 

Arrow  Canyon  ACEC 

X 

Beaver  Dam  Slope 

X 

Coyote  Springs  ACEC 

X 

Kane  Springs  ACEC 

X 

Mormon  Mesa  ACEC 

X 

Desert  NWR 

X 

Cleve  Creek  Baldy  RNA 

X 

X 

North-South  Schells  RNA 

X 

X 

X 

Great  Basin  NP 

X 

X 

Pony  Express  NHT 

X 

X 

X 

X 

5.14  Recreation 

5.14.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  boundary  for  Recreation  is  the  same  as  for  Special  Designations  (50-mile  buffer 
around  the  ON  Line  Project  footprint;  no  figure). 

Rationale 

Recreation  impacts  should  not  be  noticeable  beyond  this  area  (i.e.,  people  recreating  outside  of 
the  identified  CESA  would  not  likely  be  impacted  from  the  Project). 
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5.14.2  Introduction 


Existing  recreational  use  within  the  CESA  is  generally  dispersed  and  light,  and  includes 
activities  such  as  hiking,  primitive  camping,  horseback  riding,  OHV  use,  hunting,  and  fishing.  In 
addition  to  dispersed  recreational  use,  within  the  CESA  there  are  28  developed  federal  and 
state  recreational  use  areas.  Descriptions  of  dispersed  and  developed  recreational  opportunities 
and  associated  recreational  management  plans  for  areas  within  the  CESA  are  discussed  in 
detail  in  Section  3.14. 

The  primary  land  uses  within  the  CESA  are  grazing,  utility  production  and  distribution,  and 
extractive  activities  (mining,  gas  and  oil  leases).  These  land  uses  all  have  the  potential  to  affect 
the  quality  and  quantity  of  recreational  activities  within  the  CESA  by  affecting  the  actual  acreage 
available  for  recreation;  or  visual  impacts  such  as  transmission  lines,  air  pollution,  or 
disturbances  associated  with  extractive  activities.  The  transient  workforce  associated  with 
project  construction  would  increase  the  area  population  and  would  likely  introduce  different 
cultures  that  may  use  recreational  resources  differently  from  the  existing  culture  of  the  rural 
area.  While  the  area  for  dispersed  recreation  is  expansive,  developed  recreation  sites  are 
limited  in  scope  and  capacity.  With  increased  population,  users  of  dispersed  recreation  areas 
may  experience  more  encounters  with  other  recreational  users.  Increased  levels  of  recreational 
use  may  increase  competition  for  access  to  developed  facilities.  Thus,  increased  levels  and 
different  types  of  recreational  use  increases  the  potential  for  use  conflicts  that  can  reduce  the 
quality  of  recreational  experiences. 

The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to  recreation  discussed 
below  are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  5.2.3  and  5.2.4. 

5.14.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

The  current  land  ownership  and  uses  for  (thus  disturbances  within)  the  recreation  CESA  can  be 
found  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2. 

Federal  Legislation  Governing  Land  Use 

Five  pieces  of  federal  legislation  resulted  in  changes  in  management  of  BLM  lands,  the  sale  of 
BLM  lands,  and  the  establishment  of  numerous  WAs.  Provisions  of  this  legislation  are 
discussed  in  detail  in  Section  5.12  above.  Sale  of  BLM  lands  would  effectively  reduce  the 
amount  of  public  lands  available  for  recreation.  Conversion  of  WSAs  to  designated  wilderness 
assured  permanent  protection  for  the  wilderness  values  for  the  areas,  with  no  change  to  existing 
recreational  resources. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Past  and  present  extractive  activities  include  approximately  30  mining  districts,  and  numerous 
oil  and  gas  exploration  leases  within  the  CESA.  Lands  occupied  by  extractive  activities  have 
reduced  recreational  value,  or  may  reduce  acreage  available  for  recreation  when  vegetation 
and/or  wildlife  are  adversely  affected.  Development  of  roads  associated  with  mining,  gas,  and 
oil  exploration  can  enhance  recreational  use  of  an  area  by  improving  access. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Past  and  present  disturbance  associated  with  utility  infrastructure  includes  existing  power 
plants,  transmission  lines,  and  underground  pipelines  within  designated  corridors.  Lands 
occupied  by  utilities  infrastructure  are  no  longer  available  for  recreation.  Existing  transmission 
lines  west  of  US-93  may  be  visible  from  portions  of  the  Delamar  Mountains  WA,  and  would 
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clearly  be  visible  from  backcountry  hikers  along  portions  of  the  Sheep  and  Las  Vegas  Ranges 
within  the  Desert  NWR  and  hikers  in  the  private  Coyote  Springs  Development. 

5.14.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Future  disturbances  to  recreation  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3. 

Expanded  Recreation  Facilities 

The  Desert  NWR  has  released  a Draft  EA  for  development  of  visitor  facilities  within  the  Refuge. 
Existing  visitor  use  facilities  do  not  provide  adequate  capacity  or  opportunities  to  inform  visitors 
about  recreational  opportunities  and  increased  visitation  is  anticipated  to  further  strain  existing 
facilities.  New  facilities  would  include  a visitor  center  and  administrative  complex,  along  with 
associated  roads  and  parking  areas  (USFWS  2007b). 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Expansion  of  extractive  activities  exploration  (mining  or  oil  and  gas  development)  is  possible  in 
the  future,  and  would  minimally  adversely  impact  recreation.  However,  should  economic 
feasibility  of  resource  development  improve  in  the  future,  adverse  impacts  to  recreation  could 
increase. 

Federal  Legislation 

The  five  pieces  of  federal  legislation  listed  in  Section  5.12.3  provided  for  release  of  BLM  land 
for  sale  into  private  ownership.  While  sale  of  some  tracts  has  been  accomplished  or  is 
underway,  future  sales  of  lands  under  these  laws  would  continue  to  result  in  relatively  slight 
reductions  of  public  lands  available  for  recreation  in  the  future. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Construction  of  the  proposed  WPES,  the  Toquop  Energy  Project,  a Coyote  Springs  Solar 
Facility,  and  the  Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar  Facility,  as  well  as  the  Enexco  Wind  Project,  Nevada  Wind 
Company  Egan  Range  Wind  Project,  Spring  Valley  Wind  Project,  and  Wilson  Creek  Wind 
Project,  would  result  in  an  influx  of  temporary  construction  workers  followed  by  permanent 
operations  staff.  The  effect  of  increased  population  would  be  most  evident  in  the  northern 
portion  of  the  CESA,  in  White  Pine  and  Lincoln  counties,  where  the  existing  population  is 
relatively  small.  An  influx  of  temporary  workers  would  also  utilize  recreational  resources  in  the 
southern  portion  of  the  CESA;  however,  these  effects  would  be  overshadowed  by  recreational 
use  by  people  living  in  the  Las  Vegas  area. 

Developed  recreational  outlets,  particularly  those  in  proximity  to  the  above  developments  would 
see  increased  visitation  and  more  intensive  use  due  to  population  increases  associated  with 
construction  and  operation.  Existing  developed  campgrounds  on  federal  lands  generally  are 
designed  to  accommodate  10  or  fewer  parties  (publiclands.org  2008).  Increased  use  could 
mean  that  facility  users  recreate  in  a more  heavily  used  setting,  encountering  other  users  and 
different  types  of  use.  User  conflicts  over  the  limited  number  of  developed  facilities,  and  adverse 
impacts  to  the  resource/facilities  from  intensive  use  could  result.  Increased  dispersed  use  within 
the  CESA  could  make  it  more  difficult  to  recreate  without  encountering  other  people,  or 
experiencing  human  effects.  Increased  transient  population  could  result  in  higher  demand  for 
hunting  permits,  and  thus  increased  competition  for  limited  resources,  traditionally  utilized  by  the 
long-term  or  permanent  residents  of  the  area.  Increased  transient  population  could  also  result  in 
increased  illegal  hunting  that  could  adversely  impact  wildlife  conditions,  further  adversely 
impacting  hunting. 
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The  development  of  these  power  generating  facilities  could  impact  recreational  users’ 
experiences  as  there  would  be  a reduction  in  acreage  available  to  recreate  and  large  visual 
intrusions  in  areas  that  were  previously  undeveloped. 

Future  addition  of  transmission  lines  within  designated  corridors  would  result  in  towers 
supporting  transmission  lines  occupying  acreage,  thus  reducing  acreage  available  for 
recreation.  Other  utility  lines  (pipelines,  telecommunications)  within  the  designated  corridors 
would  have  associated  aboveground  facilities  that  would  also  contribute  to  a minor  reduction  in 
acreage  available  for  recreation.  Future  ROWs  granted  for  transmission  lines  could  include 
exclusive  access  provisions,  reducing  or  eliminating  recreational  access  to  certain  areas. 

Consolidation  and  development  of  utility  lines  within  identified  corridors  (such  as  the  SWIP 
Utility  Corridor  and  WWEC)  reduces  potential  cumulative  effects  to  recreational  resources  from 
utility  infrastructure  as  multiple  entities  could  use  the  same  access  roads  for  construction  as  well 
as  line  maintenance. 

5.14.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

Grazing,  development  of  utility  infrastructure,  and  extractive  industry  would  have  minor  effect  on 
recreation  within  the  CESA  as  the  proportion  of  lands  impacted  by  these  uses  in  comparison 
with  lands  available  for  recreation  is  relatively  small.  Cumulative  adverse  effects  to  recreation 
would  primarily  result  from  increased  and  different  types  of  use  of  recreational  resources  within 
the  CESA.  Effects  of  increased  population  and  recreational  use  of  public  lands  are  increased  by 
the  sale  of  BLM  lands.  Increased  use  of  recreational  resources  would  result  in  varying  kinds  of 
uses  that  may  conflict  with  each  other,  increased  competition  for  limited  developed  facilities 
creating  potential  user  conflicts,  and  could  potentially  result  in  degraded  quality  of  recreational 
experiences  and  resources  from  intensive  use.  However,  the  proportion  of  lands  available  for 
recreation  is  far  greater  than  the  potential  increases  in  recreational  use  or  lands  to  be  sold  into 
private  ownership. 

Quantification  of  acreages  of  past,  present,  and  anticipated  future  disturbances  to  recreation 
would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  special  designations  in  Section  5.13.5. 

5.14.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Adding  the  ON  Line  Project  disturbances  to  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future 
disturbances  with  the  potential  to  impact  recreation,  cumulative  effects  to  recreation  are 
expected  to  be  long-term  and  minor  to  moderate. 

5.15  Visual  Resources 

5.15.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  boundary  for  visual  resources  is  the  same  as  described  for  surface  water  (Figure 
5.2-1). 

Rationale 

This  boundary  was  chosen  for  simplicity  purposes,  as  defined  in  Section  5.1,  and  the  fact  that 
vantage  points  from  which  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative  alignments,  and  other 
past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  disturbances  can  be  discerned  are  roughly  contained 
within  these  areas. 
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5.15.2  Introduction 


The  CESA  is  within  a region  of  generally  north-  to  south-trending  mountain  ranges  and  valleys. 
Scenic  variety  exists  in  the  topography  and  densities,  arrangements,  and  colors  of  vegetation 
found  in  the  CESA.  The  VRM  of  the  BLM  lands  within  the  CESA  are  generally  Class  III  or  Class 
IV  with  small  intermittent  areas  of  Class  I and  II.  The  VRM  designations  (Ely  District)  that  exist 
within  the  CESA  are  shown  in  Table  5.15-1. 


TABLE  5.15-1  BLM  VRM  DESIGNATIONS  IN  THE  CESA 


VISUAL  QUALITY 
OBJECTIVE 

ELY  DISTRICT 
(ACRES) 

SOUTHERN 

NEVADA 

DISTRICT 

(ACRES) 

TOTAL  ACRES 

PERCENT  OF 
BLM  IN  THE 
CESA 

Class  1 

42,478 

0 

42.478 

4.86 

Class  II 

44,164 

770 

44,934 

5.15 

Class  III 

295,471 

75,611 

371,082 

42.49 

Class  IV 

390,089 

24,747 

414,836 

47.50 

Total 

772,201 

101,128 

873,329 

100.00 

Source:  BLM  2008a 


The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to  visual  resources 
discussed  below  are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  5.2.3  and  5.2.4. 

5.15.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

The  current  land  ownership  and  uses  for  (thus  disturbances  within)  the  visual  resources  CESA 
would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  surface  water  resources  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2. 

Visual  disturbances  within  the  CESA  are  fairly  minimal  and  generally  include  roads,  mining, 
agriculture,  sparse  residential  development,  and  utility  corridors.  Past  and  present  disturbances 
have  visually  altered  approximately  5 percent  of  the  CESA.  Burned  areas  and  agricultural  areas 
are  more  or  less  visually  acceptable;  burned  areas  if  occurring  as  a natural  wildland  event  are 
noticeable,  but  typically  are  not  perceived  as  man-caused  or  intrusive  development.  Agriculture 
is  a common  land  use  in  the  area,  and  visually  is  part  of  the  historic  and  present  landscape. 
Past  and  existing  mining  operations  are  generally  not  visible  within  the  CESA. 

The  White  Pine  Sagebrush  Restoration  Project  is  enhancing  sagebrush  habitat  and  reducing 
the  risk  of  large  scale,  high  severity  wildfire  throughout  19,000  acres  between  Currant  Summit 
and  Ellison  Creek,  using  various  mechanical  treatments  on  pinyon,  juniper,  and  sagebrush.  This 
project  may  have  short  term  adverse  effects  from  ground  and  vegetation  disturbance,  but  would 
be  beneficial  to  visual  resources  in  the  long-term  by  helping  to  prevent  large  scale  burn  scars. 

5.15.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

There  are  several  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  with  the  potential  to  impact  the  visual 
environment  in  the  CESA  by  adding  industrial  man-made  features  to  the  landscape.  Future 
disturbances  to  visual  resources  are  quantified  in  Table  5.1-3. 

Community  Development 

Coyote  Springs  would  develop  43,000  acres  of  land,  of  which  12,000  acres  is  slated  for  green 
space.  However,  the  development  would  create  a visual  change  in  an  area  currently 
undeveloped. 
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Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Numerous  power  lines,  water  lines,  water  detention  basins,  telecommunication  facilities,  and 
other  utility  facilities  including  those  proposed  to  be  located  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and 
the  WWEC  would  also  add  large-scale  man-made  elements  to  the  landscape.  The  utility 
facilities  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  WWEC  would  be  noticed  mostly  where  the  corridor 
parallels  in  close  proximity  or  crosses  transportation  routes  such  as  US-93. 

Development  of  several  solar  and  wind  projects  with  their  broad  footprints  and  large  and/or  tall 
structures  would  introduce  visual  changes  to  the  area.  These  facilities  would  be  visible  over 
large  areas,  some  within  view  of  Highway  93,  which  would  result  in  long-term  visual  impacts. 

5.15.5  Cumulative  Disturbances 

Quantification  of  acreages  of  past,  present,  and  anticipated  future  disturbances  to  visual 
resources  would  be  the  same  as  those  described  for  the  water  resources  CESA  in  Section 
5.2.5,  or  70,275  acres  (7.4  percent  of  the  CESA). 

5.15.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Considering  the  relative  remoteness  and  natural  state  of  the  project  area,  the  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects  would  represent  a cumulative  impact  to  the  character  and  scenic  integrity 
of  the  landscape.  Co-location  of  utility  ROWs  and  communication  sites  into  designated 
corridors  (i.e.,  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  WWEC)  would  serve  to  lessen  impacts. 

5.16  Noise 

5.16.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  boundary  for  noise  is  the  same  as  described  for  surface  water  (Figure  5.2-1). 
Rationale 

Noise  from  construction  is  quickly  attenuated  by  distance,  vegetation,  and  topography.  Noise 
related  to  construction  and  operation  of  the  ON  Line  Project  construction  is  of  importance  to 
human  receptors  along  these  areas.  All  of  these  noise  sources  are  contained  within  the  CESA 
boundaries. 

5.16.2  Introduction 

The  CESA  generally  traverses  broad  valleys  in  its  north  to  south  path  from  the  Robinson 
Summit  Substation  to  the  Harry  Allen  Substation  in  Clark  County,  with  a few  exceptions  where 
ridges  are  crossed.  Those  valleys  are  typically  deep  enough  to  minimize  most  cross-range 
noise  transport,  and  generally  wide  enough  to  attenuate  all  but  high  volume  sources  of  noise 
across  their  width.  Tight  canyons  or  other  features  that  could  concentrate  sound  exist  in  a few 
areas,  including  along  the  valley  walls,  but  those  features  are  generally  not  in  or  very  near  the 
linear  path  and  typically  do  not  feature  sensitive  receptors  in  areas  where  noise  from  current  or 
reasonably  foreseeable  sources  could  be  concentrated. 

Section  3.16  documents  current  noise  levels  in  the  vicinity  of  the  CESA.  Section  4.16 
documents  the  noise  anticipated  to  be  generated  by  the  ON  Line  Project,  and  the  temporary 
and  limited  impacts  to  local  residents  and  on  areas  of  human  activity  in  the  vicinity.  This 
cumulative  effects  analysis  assesses  anticipated  noise  levels  and  impacts  within  the  CESA 
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based  upon  the  ON  Line  Project  in  combination  with  reasonably  foreseeable  activities  within  or 
potentially  affecting  that  area. 

The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to  noise  discussed  below 
are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  5.2.3  and  5.2.4. 

5.16.3  Past  and  Present  Noise  Sources 

The  current  land  ownership  and  uses  for  (thus  disturbances  within)  the  noise  CESA  would  be 
the  same  as  those  described  for  the  water  resources  CESA  in  Tables  5.1-1  and  5.1-2. 

Noise  levels  in  the  rural  areas  that  dominate  the  CESA  were  estimated  with  the  support  of 
measurements  across  the  Steptoe  Valley.  Isolated  areas  near  small  roads  are  typically  in  the 
30  dBA  Leq  range.  Noise  levels  away  from  the  isolated  noise  sources  are  low  level,  typically 
dominated  by  natural  sources  including  winds.  In  areas  of  concentrated  residential 
development,  like  Pioche  and  Caliente,  local  noise  generation  sources  combined  with  slower 
moving  traffic  typically  result  in  noise  levels  in  the  50  dBA  range.  In  smaller  communities  or 
along  roads  with  moderate  traffic  volumes,  current  noise  levels  are  estimated  to  typically  be  in 
the  35  to  40  dBA  Leq  range. 

Aircraft 

Air  traffic  impacts  are  generally  isolated  to  near  the  vicinity  of  the  Ely  Airport  (Yelland  Field) 
outside  the  CESA,  and  maybe  a few  isolated  small  and/or  private  air  strips  in  or  adjacent  to  the 
CESA.  Takeoffs  and  landings  generate  brief  but  loud  local  impacts.  Military  aircraft  utilize  a 
portion  of  the  CESA  when  flying  between  Nellis  AFB  and  the  DWR/T raining  Site.  Crop  spraying 
can  generate  higher  impacts  from  low  flying  planes,  but  if  those  efforts  occur  it  would  be 
infrequently  during  late  spring  and  summer.  Air  traffic  for  any  other  purpose  is  generally  light 
and  infrequent,  except  in  the  far  southern  reaches  with  heavier  traffic  to  and  from  the  Las  Vegas 
area. 

Community  Development 

As  described  in  Section  3.16,  the  most  prominent  noise  impacts  in  the  CESA  result  from 
transportation  sources  and  ranch,  residential,  or  small  development  sounds  generated  in  areas 
of  comparably  higher  population  density.  Natural  sound  sources  including  wind  represent  a 
significant  portion  of  measurable  noise,  and  average  noise  volumes  are  at  or  below  30  dBA  Leq, 
comparable  to  sound  levels  within  a typical  residential  home.  Maximum  measured  noise  levels 
approached  60  dBA  Leq,  alongside  busier  stretches  of  roads,  comparable  to  conversational 
voice  levels  at  six  feet  but  below  FHWA  noise  mitigation  levels  for  residential  areas. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Eleven  mines  were  listed  as  operating  in  White  Pine  County  in  2006,  though  the  Robinson  Mine 
outside  Ruth  is  the  only  one  in  the  CESA  with  production  levels  sufficient  to  list  among  the  major 
mines  of  Nevada  in  2006  (NBMG  2007).  Noise  from  heavy  mining  machinery  and  blasting  can 
be  significant  within  the  mine  property  but  are  attenuated  with  distance  and  largely  unnoticeable 
from  nearby  highways. 

Industrial  Development 

Commercial  and  industrial  activities  in  the  CESA  can  produce  localized  noise  but  these  are  few 
in  number. 
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Railroad  Facilities 

Rail  traffic  currently  generates  noise  impacts  at  the  southern  and  southwestern  extent  of  the 
CESA,  with  the  UPRR  traversing  toward  Las  Vegas.  Sound  generated  by  current  rail  traffic 
along  the  UPRR  elevates  current  noise  levels  within  %-mile  of  those  tracks. 

5.16.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Noise  Sources 

The  following  section  documents  reasonably  foreseeable  sources  of  noise  potentially  affecting 
the  CESA  in  addition  to  those  described  in  Section  4.16  from  the  ON  Line  Project.  The  nature 
of  those  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  and  their  actual  or  potential  noise  generation  are 
discussed  below.  Impacts  associated  with  those  actions  are  discussed  in  Section  5.16.6, 
Cumulative  Effects. 

Reasonably  foreseeable  changes  in  the  CESA  include  potential  growth  in  rail,  auto,  truck, 
and/or  air  traffic,  proposed  mining  ventures,  and  construction  efforts  and/or  changes  in  industrial 
sources. 

Airport  Expansion 

The  proposed  Ely  Airport  (Yelland  Field)  expansion  north  of  Robinson  Summit,  although  outside 
of  the  CESA,  could  increase  the  air  traffic  noise  impacts,  and  lead  to  noticeable  increases  in 
noise  levels  along  approaching  and  departing  flight  paths  near  the  north  end  of  the  CESA.  Use 
of  helicopters  in  construction  of  the  transmission  lines  in  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  WWEC 
would  produce  noise  impacts  along  their  flight  paths,  but  only  during  construction  in  localized 
areas  of  the  project  after  transmission  structures  have  been  installed. 

Community  Development 

The  Coyote  Springs  development  would  generate  increased  noise  as  the  residences  and 
associated  infrastructure  (i.e.,  roads)  are  constructed,  and  recreation  areas  are  developed. 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

Six  proposed  mines  in  Nye  County  have  either  just  completed  their  permitting  and  approval 
process  or  anticipate  final  decisions  by  2009.  The  larger  regional  mines  have  documented  their 
noise  generation  and  impacts  through  NEPA  analysis  during  their  authorization  efforts. 

Industrial  Development 

Sale  of  remaining  lots  and  full  development  of  the  approximately  6,000  acres  available  within 
the  Apex  Industrial  Park  would  increase  noise  as  additional  commercial  and  industrial 
businesses  are  developed. 

Traffic  & Transportation 

State  traffic  projections  feature  modest  growth  in  the  current  low  volume  traffic  on  the  major 
highways  paralleling  the  project  activity  area  from  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation  to  the  Harry 
Allen  Substation.  Project  construction  is  expected  to  result  in  a temporary  and  minor  increase  in 
traffic.  During  operation,  maintenance  efforts  are  expected  to  have  very  minor  increase  in  traffic 
volumes.  Development  of  the  renewable  energy  resources  that  the  Proposed  Action  hopes  to 
bring  to  the  market  could  result  in  an  appreciable  increase  in  traffic  volumes,  which  would  still 
be  light  compared  to  much  of  the  state’s  highway  network.  Development  of  any  of  the  nearby 
coal-fired  power  plants  would  have  impacts  on  traffic  levels  in  their  vicinity. 
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Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

The  development  of  the  various  power  facilities  (coal,  gas,  solar,  wind;  see  Table  5.1-3  and 
Appendix  5A)  would  likely  result  in  moderate  short-term  noise  impacts  during  construction  and 
long-term  minor  noise  impacts  in  the  CESA,  approaching  moderate  impact  levels  at  only  the 
closest  residences. 

5.16.5  Cumulative  Noise  Sources 

Section  4.16  of  this  FEIS  documents  the  anticipated  direct  and  indirect  impacts  of  the  Proposed 
Action  and  Action  Alternative. 

5.16.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Noise  in  the  CESA  caused  by  the  construction  of  the  Proposed  Action  or  Action  Alternative 
would  be  combined  with  the  relatively  low  current  noise  effects  from  air,  vehicle,  and  rail  traffic 
in  and  near  the  CESA.  Increases  in  commercial  activity  in  and  near  the  CESA  could  include 
construction  and  operation  of  electrical  generation  facilities,  an  airport  expansion,  and  expanded 
or  new  mining  developments.  These  would  increase  noise  levels  in  the  immediate  vicinities  of 
these  activities.  Increases  in  area  population  due  to  these  developments  could  increase  noise 
generated  by  vehicular  traffic  and  recreational  vehicles.  Cumulative  effects  of  the  ON  Line 
Project  in  conjunction  with  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  activities  would  be 
negligible. 

5.17  Socioeconomics 

5.17.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  for  socioeconomics  includes  Lincoln  and  White  Pine  counties  (Figure  5.17-1).  In- 
depth  analysis  was  only  performed  for  Lincoln  and  White  Pine  counties  for  reasons  stated  below 
and  in  Section  4.17.1.  The  total  area  of  this  CESA  is  35,118,276  acres. 

Rationale 

The  majority  of  the  transmission  line  route  of  the  ON  Line  Project  would  be  constructed  in  White 
Pine  and  Lincoln  counties.  These  counties  are  rural,  have  relatively  low  populations  and 
economic  activities,  and  contain  most  of  the  proposed  facilities,  with  the  exception  of  a portion 
of  transmission  line  in  Nye  County  and  the  southern  terminus  of  the  transmission  line  at  the 
Harry  Allen  Substation  in  Clark  County.  Nye  County  is  not  included  in  the  impact  analysis  as 
only  a small  portion  of  the  transmission  line  passes  through  the  county  and  there  would  be 
negligible  local  socioeconomic  impacts.  Eureka  County  is  not  included  in  the  impact  analysis  as 
only  a small  portion  of  the  project  (i.e.,  Falcon  Substation  Expansion)  would  be  within  the  county 
and  there  would  be  negligible  local  socioeconomic  impacts.  Clark  County  is  not  included  in  the 
impact  analysis  for  socioeconomics  as  impacts  to  Clark  County  would  be  negligible  and  a 
cumulative  impact  would  be  indiscernible  compared  to  the  existing  and  future  economic  activity 
in  the  county  driven  by  the  growth  of  the  Las  Vegas  urban  area.  Additionally,  including  the 
economic  activity  in  this  cumulative  impact  analysis  would  artificially  reduce  the  significance  of 
the  overall  economic  impact  of  the  project  on  the  two  main  counties  that  would  be  impacted. 
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5.17.2  Introduction 


The  social  and  economic  structures  and  relationships  that  are  in  place  in  White  Pine  and  Lincoln 
counties  of  the  CESA  are  described  in  Section  3.17.  Along  with  the  description  in  Section 
3.17,  the  analysis  presented  in  Section  4.17  of  the  FEIS  includes  a detailed  discussion  of  the 
potential  direct  and  indirect  social  and  economic  impacts  of  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action 
Alternative,  including  the  No  Action,  for  the  CESA. 

The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  in  regards  to  cumulative  impacts  to  socioeconomics 
discussed  below  are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  3.17  and  5.2.4. 

Land  ownership  within  the  socioeconomics  CESA  is  presented  in  Table  5.1-1. 

5.17.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

The  past  and  present  disturbances  as  related  to  the  socioeconomics  of  White  Pine  and  Lincoln 
counties  of  the  CESA  are  discussed  in  detail  in  Section  3.17. 

5.17.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 
Community  Development 

Proponents  for  the  Coyote  Springs  Development  project  as  many  as  240,000  residents  at  full 
build-out  in  30-40  years.  The  development  would  encompass  29,000  acres  in  Lincoln  County 
and  include  golf  courses,  conservation  areas,  potentially  a 9,000-acre  solar  facility,  and  150,000 
homes.  A development  of  this  magnitude,  if  constructed,  would  have  a substantial  impact  on 
the  economics  of  Lincoln  County.  Proponents  would  first  have  to  obtain  enough  water  rights  to 
support  the  development  (see  Section  5.2.4), 

Extractive  Industry  (Mining,  Gravel  Pits,  Gas  & Oil  Exploration/Development) 

As  discussed  in  Section  5.2.4,  interest  in  oil  and  gas  exploration  and  production  has  increased 
in  the  project  area  and  the  socioeconomic  CESA.  This  interest,  coupled  with  increasing 
commodity  prices  that  may  make  previously  abandoned  mineral  mines  profitable  in  the  future, 
have  the  potential  to  trigger  a new  economic  “boom”  cycle  in  the  CESA. 

Federal  Legislation 

Several  Congressional  actions  have  the  potential  to  promote  economic  growth  in  Lincoln  and 
White  Pine  counties.  As  noted  in  Sections  3.17,  4.17,  and  throughout  this  document,  land  in 
Lincoln  and  White  Pine  counties  is  over  90  percent  federal  in  ownership,  which  limits  economic 
development.  The  Southern  Nevada  Public  Lands  Management  Act  of  1998;  the  Lincoln 
County  Lands  Act  of  2000;  the  LCCRDA  of  2004;  and  the  White  Pine  County  Conservation, 
Recreation,  and  Development  Act  of  2006  all  direct  transfer  of  federal  lands  to  private,  tribal, 
state,  county  or  local  sectors.  In  addition  to  freeing  federal  lands  for  development,  these  acts 
allow  proceeds  from  land  sales  to  benefit  tribal,  state,  and  local  governments. 

Another  likely  economic  benefit  of  the  above  noted  legislation  is  associated  with  conservation 
and  wilderness  areas,  which  generate  tourism  and  contribute  to  an  area’s  quality  of  life.  The 
Lincoln  County  Conservation  of  Public  Land  Natural  Resources  Act  of  2002,  for  example, 
designates  770,000  acres  of  wilderness,  and  the  White  Pine  County  Conservation,  Recreation, 
and  Development  Act  of  2006  designates  558,000  acres  of  wilderness. 


ON  Line  Project 
Final  EIS 


5-85 


Transportation 

The  proposed  Ely  Airport  (Yelland  Field)  expansion  would  provide  additional  transportation 
infrastructure  and  could  increase  the  air  traffic  at  the  north  end  of  the  CESA.  Further  the 
rehabilitation  of  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  would  provide  additional  transportation  options  in 
and  out  of  the  Ely  area.  These  transportation  improvements  would  support  additional  economic 
development  of  the  area. 

Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

The  ON  Line  Project  would  contribute  effects  on  public  services  beyond  existing  levels  as  there 
may  be  a minor  but  temporary  increase  in  the  White  Pine  County  population  during 
construction. 

In  addition  to  the  ON  Line  Project  there  are  several  other  potential  projects  in  the  area  that 
would  contribute  to  cumulative  social  and  economic  effects:  Sithe  Global  Power  LLC  is 
developing  the  Toquop  Energy  Project  (gas-fired  power  plant),  Wilson  Creek  Wind  Project,  and 
the  Flat  Top  Mesa  solar  facility  project  in  Lincoln  County;  the  Enexco  Wind  Project,  the  Nevada 
Wind  Company  Egan  and  Antelope  Range  Wind  Projects,  and  Spring  Valley  Wind  Project  in 
White  Pine  County;  the  Great  Basin  Transmission  line  in  White  Pine,  Lincoln,  Nye,  and  Clark 
counties;  and  the  SNWA  Groundwater  Development  Project  to  be  located  in  White  Pine, 
Lincoln,  and  Clark  counties.  Further,  the  Coyote  Springs  Development  has  set  aside  a 9,000 
acre  site  for  solar  facility  development. 

The  direct  employment  involved  in  constructing  the  ON  Line  Project  is  estimated  to  average 
approximately  224  workers  over  the  life  of  the  construction  project  (Table  5.17-1).  The 
proposed  WPES  would  have  a workforce  of  about  760  persons  (BLM  2008d).  The  Toquop 
Energy  Project  would  employ  a construction  workforce  averaging  400  workers  over  the  32- 
month  construction  period  and  the  Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar  Project  would  employee  a construction 
workforce  averaging  200  workers  for  the  12-month  construction  period  (Lincoln  County  Record 
2010).  The  WPES  project  has  been  postponed  so  its  construction  worker  impacts  would  not  be 
cumulative  to  those  for  the  ON  Line  Project.  The  Groundwater  Development  Project  planned  by 
the  SNWA  is  projected  to  have  an  average  workforce  of  about  240  persons  (SNWA  2008).  The 
Spring  Valley  Wind  Project  would  have  an  average  construction  workforce  of  175  workers  for  9 
to  12  months  and  an  operational  workforce  of  10-12  full-time  employees  (BLM  2010).  The 
estimated  workforce  for  the  other  power  projects  is  unknown  at  this  time. 

TABLE  5.17-1  CUMULATIVE  DIRECT  EMPLOYMENT  IMPACTS 


(AVERAGE  NUMBER  OF  EST 

MATED  EMPLOYEES) 

CONSTRUCTION 

OPERATIONS 

ON  Line  Project 

224 

0 

Toquop  Energy  Project 

400 

50  | 

Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar  Project 

200 

2-4  | 

SNWA  Groundwater  Development  Project 

579 

10 

Totals 

964 

120 

The  total  workforce  associated  with  operating  the  Toquop  Energy  Project  is  estimated  to  be 
about  50  persons  with  2-4  persons  operating  the  Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar  Project.  The  workforce 
necessary  to  operate  the  SNWA  Groundwater  Development  Project  is  estimated  at  5-10  for  the 
Lincoln  and  White  Pine  County  areas,  with  a similar  number  of  employees  in  the  Clark  County 
area. 
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The  Toquop  Energy  Project  and  the  Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar  Project  would  be  located  in  the 
southern  part  of  Lincoln  County,  approximately  180  miles  south  of  Ely  and  80  miles  northeast  of 
Las  Vegas.  Although  these  projects  would  be  located  in  the  CESA  considered  for  social  and 
economic  impacts,  they  would  have  very  little  impact  on  White  Pine  County.  Construction  for 
the  Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar  Project  is  scheduled  to  begin  in  2011  and  for  the  Toquop  Energy 
Project  in  2012.  The  social  and  economic  impacts  arising  from  these  projects  would  be 
concentrated  in  the  southern  portion  of  Lincoln  County  and  extend  south  into  Clark  County. 

The  SNWA  (GWD)  Project  is  slated  for  development  in  five  different  groundwater  basins  in 
Clark,  Lincoln,  and  White  Pine  counties.  Construction  in  the  different  basins  would  be  staged 
and  occur  at  different  times.  The  construction  crews  building  the  GWD  Project  would  be  located 
at  different  locations  during  the  life  of  the  project,  according  to  what  phase  is  being  built  at  the 
time.  Construction  of  the  GWD  Project  facilities  under  this  ROW  request  is  planned  to  begin 
upon  receipt  of  the  ROW  grant  and  reach  completion  in  2018  with  an  average  of  579  employees 
over  the  9 year  construction  period.  Various  components  of  the  GWD  Project  may  be 
constructed  simultaneously  throughout  the  project  area  during  this  period.  If  initiated  within  late 
2010  or  early  2011,  construction  would  peak  in  2013  with  an  estimated  932  construction 
workers  (SNWA  2008). 

The  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  the  WWEC,  that  share  a common  route  in  the  project  area,  are 
two  major  utility  corridors  through  eastern  and  southern  Nevada  (see  Section  5.2.4)  that  would 
facilitate  economic  and  population  growth  in  the  CESA,  rather  than  cause  it  (indirect  impacts). 
During  construction  of  individual  utility  facilities  (i.e.,  power  lines,  gas,  and  water  pipelines,  etc.) 
within  the  common  corridor,  there  could  be  brief  population  and  economic  increases,  but 
negligible  long-term  direct  impact. 

5.17.5  Cumulative  Disturbance 

Once  it  is  operational,  the  Toquop  Energy  Project  would  be  the  largest  taxpayer  in  Lincoln 
County.  The  anticipated  tax  revenues  are  estimated  to  exceed  $10  million  dollars  per  year  at 
current  tax  rates.  No  estimate  of  potential  property  tax  impacts  is  available  for  Toquop.  Since 
the  SNWA  is  a government  agency,  the  Groundwater  Development  Project  would  be  exempt 
from  property  tax  and  property  that  the  SNWA  has  purchased  in  Spring  Valley  for  the 
Groundwater  Development  Project  has  been  removed  from  the  tax  rolls.  This  represents  a 
decrease  of  approximately  $20,000  in  annual  property  tax  payments  to  White  Pine  County  and 
the  amount  may  increase  to  up  to  $50,000  in  subsequent  years.  Due  to  this,  SNWA  has 
entered  into  an  agreement  with  White  Pine  County  to  make  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  on  the 
Spring  Valley  Ranches  property  (Las  Vegas  Review-Journal  2008). 

5.17.6  Cumulative  Effects 

The  cumulative  effects  of  the  ON  Line  Project  in  conjunction  with  other  upcoming  projects  would 
not  significantly  strain  resources  in  the  area  such  as  schools,  medical  facilities,  and  housing 
during  the  construction  phases. 

Once  construction  of  the  ON  Line  Project,  Toquop  Energy  Project,  the  wind  projects,  and  SNWA 
Groundwater  Development  Project  are  complete  and  the  facilities  are  operational,  there  may  be 
a minor  permanent  addition  to  the  workforce,  employment,  and  income  of  White  Pine  County. 
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5.18  Environmental  Justice 

As  discussed  in  Sections  3.18  and  4.18,  minority  populations  of  Native  Americans  were 
identified  as  residing  in  or  near  the  project  area,  concentrated  primarily  on  the  Goshute,  Ely, 
Duckwater,  and  Odgers  Ranch  Reservations.  In  addition,  Lincoln  County  was  identified  as 
having  a meaningfully  greater  percentage  of  individuals  and  families  living  at  or  below  the 
poverty  level  than  the  general  population  of  the  State  of  Nevada.  For  the  purpose  of  cumulative 
effects  analysis,  impacts  from  the  ON  Line  Project  combined  with  operations  of  the  WPES  were 
considered  to  determine  if  they  would  constitute  a disproportionate  adverse  impact  on  any  of 
these  minority  or  low  income  populations. 

As  for  analysis  of  direct  and  indirect  effects  of  the  ON  Line  Project  in  Section  4.18.2.1,  CEO 
and  EPA  guidelines  for  environmental  justice  compliance  were  applied  with  the  following  results: 

• Geographically,  no  concentrated  minority  population  (e.g.,  Goshute,  Ely,  Duckwater, 
South  Fork  (Odgers  Ranch),  Elko,  Wells,  and  Duck  Valley  Indian  Reservations)  would 
be  directly  impacted  (no  project  facilities  on  or  through  the  reservation) 

• Economically,  overall  impacts  would  be  positive,  not  adverse 

• Tribes  have  had,  and  continue  to  have,  opportunity  to  participate  in  project  discussions, 
through  the  public  participation  process,  and  in  solicited  requests  (see  Sections  3.11 
and  4.11) 

• The  population  of  the  poor  in  Lincoln  County  are  not  concentrated  in  any 
geographically  identifiable  area,  and,  as  for  the  minority  populations,  would  not 
experience  any  disproportionate  adverse  effects  from  the  project,  during  construction  or 
operations 

In  general,  the  area  is  rural.  The  area  is  within  the  traditional  use  area  of  Native  Americans  and 
dispersed  casual  use  may  continue  (Section  5.11  Native  American  Concerns).  The  analysis  of 
environmental  justice  is  affected  by  the  incremental  effects  of  employment,  income, 
governmental  revenue,  and  other  social  and  economic  characteristics  that  may  change  over 
time.  No  disproportionately  high  and  adverse  impacts  to  an  environmental  justice  population 
were  identified  under  past,  present,  or  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  developments  for  the 
ON  Line  Project.  Therefore,  the  overall  projected  effects  of  this  project  to  identified  minority  and 
low  income  populations  are  beneficial  impacts  resulting  from  increased  economic  opportunity, 
as  discussed  in  Section  5.17  Socioeconomics. 

5.19  Hazardous  and  Solid  Waste  Materials 

5.19.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  CESA  for  hazardous  and  solid  waste  materials  includes  all  landfills  impacted  by  the 
Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative  (no  figure). 

Rationale 

Hazardous  and  solid  waste  generated  by  the  ON  Line  Project  would  be  transported  by 
contractors  to  permitted  landfill  facilities. 


ON  Line  Project 
Final  EIS 


5-88 


5.19.2  Introduction 


This  section  provides  an  inventory  of  existing  or  reasonably  foreseeable  facilities  that  generate, 
treat,  transport,  or  dispose  of  solid  or  hazardous  waste  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  proposed 
project,  and  any  landfills  that  may  be  impacted  by  the  project.  Section  3.19  describes  current 
conditions  of  hazardous  and  solid  waste  within  the  project  footprint.  Section  4.19  describes  in 
detail  the  substances,  or  their  hazardous  criteria,  that  would  be  used  by  the  ON  Line  Project 
during  construction  or  operation,  and  how  those  substances  would  be  managed  in  compliance 
with  all  applicable  state,  federal,  and  local  regulations. 

5.19.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

The  City  of  Ely  has  a licensed  Class  I municipal  landfill  for  solid  waste  (WPC  2006).  This  landfill 
has  capacity  to  accept  the  solid  waste  generated  during  construction  and  operation  of  the  ON 
Line  Project,  along  with  other  local  sources.  Class  II  landfills  (low  volume  facilities)  were 
formerly  located  in  Baker,  Cherry  Creek,  Eight  Mile  Community,  Lages,  Lund/Preston,  Moorman 
Ranch,  Preston,  and  Schellbourne;  an  open  dump  for  medical  waste  was  located  in  Ely  (NDEP 
2007a).  These  were  removed  and  are  not  covered  in  the  White  Pine  County  Solid  Waste 
Management  Plan  (WPCC  2006). 

NDEP  lists  only  one  facility  licensed  to  dispose  of  RCRA  hazardous  waste  in  the  State  of 
Nevada,  which  is  U.S.  Ecology  in  Beatty.  In  addition,  NDEP  lists  two  private  Treatment, 
Storage,  or  Disposal  (TSD)  facilities  and  two  federal  TSD  facilities  (NDEP  2007b).  U.S.  Ecology 
also  operates  a hazardous  waste  disposal  facility  at  Grand  View,  Idaho,  about  70  miles 
southeast  of  Boise.  This  facility  accepts  hazardous  waste,  industrial  waste,  and  low-level 
radioactive  waste.  Clean  Harbors  LLC  operates  the  Aragonite  Incinerator  facility  about  34  miles 
west  of  Grantsville  in  western  Utah.  It  also  operates  the  Grassy  Mountain  hazardous  waste 
landfill  about  80  miles  west  of  Salt  Lake  City,  Utah.  Both  of  these  facilities  also  accept  industrial 
waste. 

Energy  Solutions  operates  the  Clive  landfill  about  80  miles  west  of  Salt  Lake  City.  This  facility 
accepts  low-level  radioactive  waste  and  mixtures  of  such  waste  with  hazardous  waste. 

The  EPA  (2007b)  database  for  White  Pine  County  shows  seven  conditionally  exempt  small 
quantity  generators  (generating  less  than  220  lbs  RCRA  waste  in  any  single  month),  two 
transporters  of  RCRA  waste,  one  small  quantity  generator  (generators  of  220  to  2,200  lbs  of 
RCRA  waste  in  any  single  month),  and  one  “used  oil  program”  facility.  The  quantity  and 
character  of  wastes  generated  by  small  and  conditionally  exempt  generators  is  not  reported. 

The  EPA  (2005)  shows  8,863  tons  of  RCRA  hazardous  waste  interstate  shipments  from 
Nevada,  and  50,072  tons  of  RCRA  hazardous  waste  interstate  receipts  for  2005.  The  state’s 
five  RCRA  hazardous  waste  receivers  accepted  61 ,996  tons  of  material  in  2005  (EPA  2005). 
Specific  routes,  transportation  corridors,  or  modes  of  transportation  (e.g.  truck,  rail)  were  not 
reported. 

The  National  Library  of  Medicine  (NLM  2007)  shows  no  Superfund  or  National  Priority  List  sites 
in  the  project  area  or  CESA.  The  NDEP  Bureau  of  Corrective  Actions  (NDEP  2007a)  shows  two 
active  leaking  underground  storage  tank  (LUST)  sites  in  White  Pine  County  and  five  non-LUST 
sites,  all  of  which  were  for  petroleum  product  releases  (e.g.,  diesel,  gasoline,  motor  oil).  The 
same  source  shows  76  closed  sites  where  clean-up  and/or  remediation  have  been  completed 
(NDEP  2007a).  These  sites  include  some  leaks  to  soil  and/or  groundwater  which  occurred 
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during  transportation  (mobile),  buried  lines  that  were  dug  up,  and  Brownfields  (Old  White  Pine 
County  Landfill).  A number  of  these  sites  are  within  the  CESA. 

5.19.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Reasonably  foreseeable  generators  of  solid  and/or  hazardous  waste  in  the  CESA  include  the 
construction/development  of  the  proposed  WPES,  the  Toquop  Energy  Project,  the  Flat  Top 
Mesa  Solar  Facility,  the  solar  facility  at  Coyote  Springs,  and  several  wind  projects,  among 
others  (see  Table  5.1-3  and  Appendix  5A).  All  construction  projects  would  be  required  to 
comply  with  all  state,  federal,  and  local  regulations  relevant  to  the  handling  and  disposal  of  all 
wastes. 

5.19.5  Cumulative  Disturbance 

All  solid  and  hazardous  wastes  generated  during  the  construction  phase  and  during  the 
operations  phase  of  the  ON  Line  Project  would  be  transported  to  licensed  facilities  off-site  for 
treatment  and  disposal.  In  the  context  of  existing  and  reasonably  foreseeable  solid  and 
hazardous  waste  generation  locally  and  regionally,  the  ON  Line  Project  would  constitute  a minor 
increase  in  waste  generation  and  management,  well  within  existing  capacities  and 
infrastructure. 

5.19.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Given  the  existing  capacity  and  regulatory  framework  for  generators,  transporters,  and  TSD 
facilities,  the  ON  Line  Project  in  combination  with  the  other  energy  projects  would  have  minor 
effects  on  solid  and  hazardous  waste  generation  and  management.  As  noted  in  Sections  3.19 
and  4.19,  the  ON  Line  Project  would  comply  with  all  local,  state,  and  federal  regulatory 
requirements. 

5.20  Transportation 

5.20.1  CESA  Boundary 

The  Transportation  CESA  (no  figure)  consists  of  the  existing  transportation  routes  into  the 
project  area  including  US-6,  US-50,  US-93,  and  SR-318,  1-15  and  1-80  (Figure  3.20-1),  along 
with  major  rail  lines  and  airports. 

Rationale 

Transportation  into  the  project  area  would  primarily  be  on  these  existing  and  established  access 
routes.  Transportation  should  not  be  noticeably  affected  outside  of  these  major  roads. 

5.20.2  Introduction 

The  transportation  system  in  and  around  the  proposed  ON  Line  Project  contains  established 
routes  including  highways,  county  roads,  local  roads,  and  a railway.  Transportation  associated 
with  the  ON  Line  Project  would  continue  to  be  along  existing  routes.  The  existing  transportation 
routes  include  paved,  graveled,  and  dirt  roads  providing  access  to  communities,  industrial 
areas,  utility  ROWs,  private  land,  and  public  lands.  The  current  condition  of  the  transportation 
system  is  generally  good  with  a LOS  A designation  (free  flow,  low  traffic  density,  or  delay)  along 
US-93  (Section  3.20),  the  main  access  to  the  proposed  project. 
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The  past,  present,  and  future  disturbances  with  cumulative  impacts  to  transportation  discussed 
below  are  described  in  detail  in  Sections  5.2.3  and  5.2.4, 

5.20.3  Past  and  Present  Disturbances 

Past  and  present  developments,  such  as  mining,  utility  projects,  community  development, 
ranching,  and  recreation,  have  influenced  transportation  routes,  their  improvement,  and 
increased  use. 

Population  Increases 

Increases  in  state  and  regional  populations  (Section  3.17,  Socioeconomics)  have  contributed  to 
increased  traffic  and  use  of  the  transportation  system.  The  CESA  includes  segments  of  the 
CANAMEX  corridor  (US-93,  1-15),  a generally  north-south  route  running  from  Arizona  north  into 
Canada  (NDOT  2000).  Being  designated  as  a major  regional  corridor  indicates  the  importance 
of  US-93  as  an  interstate  and  regional  route  for  the  transportation  of  goods  in  and  through 
Nevada.  Recreational  use  increases  (Section  3.14,  Recreation)  have  also  impacted  the  area 
transportation  system  and  likely  increased  the  miles  of  unimproved  dirt  roads. 

5.20.4  Reasonably  Foreseeable  Future  Disturbances 

Future  increases  in  road  use,  and  subsequent  road  damage,  and  road  improvements  could 
result  in  subsequent  changes  to  the  LOS  designations  of  roads  within  the  CESA.  However, 
future  road  improvements  could  mitigate  increased  utilization  of  the  transportation  system. 

Airport  Expansion 

The  Ely  Airport  (Yelland  Field)  Expansion  project  would  allow  for  the  expansion  and 
development  of  airport  facilities  in  White  Pine  County,  and  encourage  development  of  air 
service  and  aviation-related  industry.  Additional  air  service  into  the  Ely  area  could  result  in  less 
long-distance  vehicle  traffic  within  the  CESA;  however,  this  would  be  negligible  to  average  traffic 
volumes  on  the  interstates  and  highways. 

Railroad  Facilities 

The  Nevada  Northern  Railway  is  proposed  to  be  reconstructed  and  upgraded  to  support 
economic  development  in  the  Ely  area.  The  reconstruction  of  the  railway  would  provide 
improved  transportation  of  goods  into  the  area,  possibly  resulting  in  less  truck  traffic  on  the 
highways.  This  would  be  a beneficial  impact.  If  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  were  utilized  by 
the  proposed  WPES,  it  is  estimated  that  12  coal  trains  would  travel  to  the  power  plant  site  per 
week.  Quantity  of  additional  train  trips  due  to  other  economic  development  is  unknown. 

Roads 

The  NDOT  STIP  for  2010-2019  lists  future  transportation  improvement  projects 
(http://www.nevadadot.com/traveler/construction_projects/STIP/).  These  include  maintenance 
(resurfacing)  projects  along  US-6,  US-93  and  US-50  (Table  5.20-1). 
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TABLE  5.20-1  PROJECTS  FROM  THE  NEVADA  PROPOSED  HIGHWAY  PROJECTS 
FOR  FY201 0-2019  AND  STATEWIDE  TRANSPORTATION  IMPROVEMENT  PROGRAM 

FOR  FISCAL  YEARS  2010-2013 


PROJECT 

NUMBER 

DESCRIPTION 

FY  ‘10 

FY  ‘11 

FY  ‘12 

FY  ‘13 

PROJECT 

SPONSOR 

WP20090028 

US-93  from  5.39  miles  N of  Success 
Summit  Rd  to  0.29  miles  S of  Cherry 
Creek  Rd. 

X 

State 

WP20090029 

US-50  from  0.16  miles  E of 
Ruth/Kimberly  Rd  to  US-6. 

X 

State 

WP2009005 

US-6  from  2.06  miles  E of  Jet.  US-50 
to  5.5  miles  E of  Sacramento  Pass. 

X 

State 

WP20090022 

US-6  from  9.34  miles  E of  Jet. 
Success  Summit  Rd  to  0.58  miles  E of 
Jet.  US-93. 

X 

State 

WP200921 

US-6  from  13.90  miles  N of  Jet. 
Sunnyside  Rd  (SR-318)  to  Jet.  Murray 
St.  in  Ely. 

X 

State 

WP2009008 

US-50  from  Pancake  Summit  to  City  of 
Ely. 

X 

State 

WP20090020 

US-50  from  6.21  miles  E of  Jet.  Ruby 
Valley  Rd  to  3.15  miles  E of  Robinson 
Summit. 

X 

State 

WP2009004 

US-50  from  2.72  miles  E of  Little 
Antelope  Summit  E for  5.0  miles 

X 

State 

LN20090009 

US-93  from  1 miles  N of  Monarch  Mine 
to  Pony  Springs  Rest  Point. 

X 

District 

Source:  NDOT  2009 


Utility  Production  and  Distribution 

Projects  that  would  include  a large  amount  of  construction  workers  and  materials,  and  therefore 
would  increase  traffic  would  include  the  ON  Line  Project,  the  WPES,  the  Flat  Top  Mesa  Solar 
Facility,  Coyote  Springs  solar  facility,  and  the  wind  generating  projects  (Table  5.1-3). 


5.20.5  Cumulative  Disturbance 

The  transportation  network  in  the  CESA  in  the  reasonably  foreseeable  future  would  be  the  same 
as  past  and  present  with  no  change  to  existing  transportation  routes.  Project  specific  access 
routes  would  not  provide  public  thoroughfares.  Road  upgrades  and  improvements  associated 
with  present  and  future  developments  would  improve  the  transportation  network  and  make  it 
generally  safer.  The  added  traffic  during  construction  of  the  ON  Line  Project,  and  construction 
and  operation  of  the  WPES  would  be  noticeable  to  locals. 

Twelve  coal  trains  per  week  would  travel  along  the  Nevada  Northern  Railway  to  and  from  the 
proposed  WPES.  These  train  trips  may  cause  some  traffic  delay  at  road  crossings. 

5.20.6  Cumulative  Effects 

Traffic  increases  on  the  transportation  network  due  to  construction  of  the  WPES,  which  is 
currently  postponed,  would  be  expected  to  last  for  4-5  years  (BLM  2008d);  however,  due  to 
postponement  it  would  not  overlap  with  traffic  increases  associated  with  construction  of  the  ON 
Line  Project.  There  would  be  a cumulative  impact  on  transportation  if  multiple  projects  were 
constructed  at  the  same  time.  Although  there  would  be  an  increase  in  traffic  on  the  entire 
CESA,  the  impact  would  be  most  noticeable  on  US-93.  This  cumulative  effect  would  be 
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temporary  during  construction  and  would  not  affect  the  overall  level  of  service  (LOS  A)  of  US- 
93. 


There  would  be  minor  impacts  to  the  transportation  network  in  the  CESA  as  it  develops  to  meet 
the  demands  of  industrial  development  and  increased  population.  There  would  be  no  net 
increase  or  decrease  in  transportation  routes  as  a result  of  the  ON  Line  Project.  There  would 
be  a general  need  to  expand  and  improve  existing  infrastructure  to  accommodate  cumulative 
regional  transportation  needs. 
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6.1  Public  Participation  Summary 

6.1.1  Public  Scoping  Period 

The  public  scoping  period  was  conducted  under  the  originally  proposed  EEC  Project,  which 
included  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation,  236-miles  of  transmission  and  telecommunication 
facilities  between  Robinson  Summit  Substation  and  Harry  Allen  Substation,  loop-in  of  the 
Falcon-Gonder  345  kV  line  at  Robinson  Summit,  access  roads,  and  temporary  work  areas  now 
proposed  as  the  ON  Line  Project.  The  public  was  provided  a 30-day  scoping  period  at  the 
beginning  of  the  EEC  EIS  process  to  identify  potential  issues  and  concerns  associated  with  that 
action  and  including  the  components  of  the  now  amended  ON  Line  Project  as  described  in 
Section  1.1.  The  Notice  of  Intent  (NOI)  for  the  EEC  EIS  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register 
on  January  26,  2007.  A copy  of  this  NOI  is  included  in  the  EEC  Scoping  Report  dated  April  30, 
2007  (BLM-JBR  2007).  In  addition,  an  NOI  to  prepare  a Supplemental  EIS  for  the  ON  Line 
Project  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  July  29,  2009.  Although  no  additional  public 
scoping  meetings  were  held  for  the  ON  Line  Project,  the  public  comments  received  during  the 
30-day  scoping  period,  initiated  by  the  NOI,  were  also  fully  reviewed  and  considered.  A legal 
notice  for  the  originally  scoped  and  analyzed  EEC  Project  was  published  in  local  newspapers  as 
follows: 


High  Desert  Advocate 
Ely  Times 

Las  Vegas  Review  Journal 
Reno  Gazette  Journal 
Valley  Voice 


West  Wendover,  NV 
Ely,  Nevada 
Las  Vegas,  NV 
Reno,  NV 
Alamo,  NV 


January  25,  2007 
January  26,  2007 
January  26,  2007 
January  26,  2007 
February  2007 


A scoping  letter  was  prepared  and  sent  to  a list  of  approximately  1,800  potentially  interested 
individuals,  agencies,  and  organizations.  The  BLM  compiled  the  initial  contact  list  by  using 
contact  lists  from  previous  projects.  The  initial  scoping  mailing  list  is  included  in  the  Scoping 
Report  (BLM-JBR  2007). 
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A press  release  was  sent  to  media  outlets  as  follows  in  Table  6.1-1. 


TABLE  6.1-1  SCOPING  PRESS  RELEASE  DISTRIBUTION 


Television  Stations 

KCLV  TV  2 (City  of  Las  Vegas) 
KVBC  TV  3 

CTV-TV  4 (Clark  County) 

KVVU  TV  5 

KLAS  TV  8 
LV  1 

KLVX  TV  10 
KTNV  TV  13 

KFBT  TV  33 
KVWB  TV  21 
KFBT  & KVWB 
KLBC  TV  2 Laughlin 

Radio 

KCEP88.1  FM 
KHWY  98-99  FM 
KNPR89.5  FM 
KUNV91.5  FM 
KNUU  970  AM 
KDWN  720  AM 
KLAV  1230  AM 
Metro  Sky  View  Traffic 
KSNE  106.5  FM 

KBGO  93.1  FM 
KWNR  95.5  FM 
KMZQ  100.5  FM 
KXTE  107.5  FM 
KLUC  98.5  FM 
KSNF  1140  AM 
KMXB  94.1  FM 
KXNT  840  AM 
KOMP  92.3  FM 

KXPT97.1FM 
KBAD  920  AM 
KENO  1460  AM 
KKLZ  96.3  FM 
KJUL  104.3  FM 
KSTJ  102.7  FM 
KTSJ  105.5  FM 
KSTAR  102.7  FM 
KOAS  105.7  FM 

Newspapers 

Las  Vegas  Review-Journal 

Las  Vegas  Sun 

The  View  Newspapers 

Associated  Press 

LV  Business  Press 

In  Business 

City  Life 

Las  Vegas  Weekly 
Bullseye  NAFB 
Boulder  City  News 
Laughlin  Times 
LV  Sentinel  Voice 
LV  Asian  Journal 
North  Las  Vegas  Times-Herald 
Henderson  Home  News 

Las  Vegas  Tribune 

The  Business  Voice 

Construction  Connection 

Las  Vegas  Life 

U.S.  Asian  Chronicle 

Las  Vegas  Senior  Press 

Nevada  Senior  World  News 

Senior  Spectrum 

Construction  Zone 

Las  Vegas  Chinese  Daily  News 

Philippine  News 

Jewish  Reporter 

Las  Vegas  Israelite 

The  Beehive 

Home  & Hearth 

Nevada  Development  Authority 
High  Country  News 
Southern  Nevada  Home  and  Garden 
S,  The  Magazine  of  Summerlin 
215  South  Magazine 
Urban  Water  Report 
Moapa  Valley  Progress 
Las  Vegas  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Henderson  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Urban  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Latin  Chamber  of  Commerce 
Asian  Chamber  of  Commerce 
North  Las  Vegas  Chamber 
Moapa  Valley  Progress 

Spanish  Language  Media 

Television 

Telemundo  KBLR  TV  39 
Univision  KINC  TV  15 
KYRK  TV  35 
KHDF  19  Azteca  LV 
Newspaper 
El  Mundo  Newspaper 
El  Tiempo  Libre 
Latin  American  Press 
TV  LV 

Radio 

KLSQ  870  AM 
KQMR  99.3  FM 
KISF  103.5  FM 
KDOX  1280  AM 
KLAV  1230  AM 
KVBC  105.1  FM 
KRLV  1340  AM 
KWID  101.9  FM 
KDOX  104.7  FM 

Other  Media 

Las  Vegas  Magazine 
Nevada  Business  Journal 
Nevada  Magazine 
Sunset  Magazine 
What’s  On  Magazine 
Where  Magazine  of  Las  Vegas 
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6.1.2  Scoping  Meetings 

Five  scoping  meetings  were  held  at  locations  around  the  State  of  Nevada: 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  February  5,  2007 

Alamo,  Nevada  February  6,  2007 

Ely,  Nevada  February  7,  2007 

Elko,  Nevada  February  8,  2007 

Reno,  Nevada  February  9,  2007 


All  attendees  of  scoping  meetings  were  asked  to  sign  in  and  provide  their  contact  information. 
Lists  of  individuals  who  signed  attendance  sheets  at  the  public  meetings  are  included  in  the 
Scoping  Summary  Report  (BLM-JBR  2007).  The  meetings  began  each  evening  at  5:00  PM  and 
continued  until  8:00  PM,  with  a formal  presentation  at  6:00  PM.  The  presenting  speakers  at 
each  venue  were  the  same:  Chris  Hanefeld  and  Joe  Incardine,  BLM,  and  David  Sims,  NV 
Energy.  The  BLM  representatives  discussed  the  meeting  structure,  how  comments  could  be 
submitted,  and  provided  an  overview  of  the  NEPA  process.  Mr.  Sims  presented  an  overview  of 
the  need  for  the  project  and  a brief  description  of  the  EEC  Project,  including  the  facilities  that 
now  comprise  the  ON  Line  Project. 

BLM  and  NV  Energy  personnel  were  available  to  answer  questions  from  the  public  about  the 
EIS  analysis  and  proposed  project,  respectively. 


Attendees  at  the  scoping  meetings  were  provided  with  handouts  describing  the  project  as  well 
as  the  NEPA  process.  Comment  forms  were  also  provided  to  all  attendees  to  facilitate 
submission  of  written  scoping  comments.  The  public  was  given  the  option  to  provide  comments 
during  the  meeting,  using  regular  mail,  fax,  or  e-mail. 


In  addition,  information  regarding  the  project  and  the  NEPA  process  was  posted  on  the  BLM’s 
project  website. 

6.1.3  Scoping  Response 

The  30-day  scoping  period  on  the  original  EEC  Project,  during  which  comments  were  received, 
was  from  January  26  through  February  26,  2007.  All  responses  received  by  BLM  were  logged, 
analyzed,  and  summarized  to  discern  issues  of  concern.  A total  of  9,374  letters,  emails,  and 
faxes  were  received  in  response  to  the  request  for  public  comment  regarding  the  project.  Of 
those  responses,  8,996,  or  approximately  96  percent,  were  a form  letter  opposing  the  original 
proposed  project.  The  form  letter  indicated  that  the  signatories  for  the  most  part  opposed  the 
project  on  the  grounds  that  the  project  as  originally  proposed  would  use  outdated  fossil  fuel 
generation  technologies  that  result  in  unacceptable  health  and  environmental  impacts  from 
pollution  and  destruction  of  sensitive  landscapes. 

In  addition  to  the  form  letter,  377  unique  responses  were  received  from  various  organizations 
and  individuals.  Respondents  included  businesses,  preservation  organizations,  the  oil  and  gas 
industry,  as  well  as  unaffiliated  individuals  and  others.  Of  the  377  unique  responses  received, 
there  were  approximately  167  non-substantive  comment  letters  that  indicated  a positive  or 
negative  stance,  including  16  percent  in  favor  of  and  84  percent  opposed  to  the  originally 
proposed  project.  Respondents  who  favored  the  project  generally  cited  the  need  for  power, 
energy  independence,  and  economic  benefits  of  the  project.  Those  opposing  the  project 
expressed  concerns  mostly  over  pollution,  impacts  to  fragile  desert  environs,  and  carbon 
dioxide  emissions. 
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Comments  received  in  response  to  solicitations,  including  names  and  addresses  of  those  who 
commented,  are  considered  part  of  the  public  record  on  this  EIS  and  are  available  for  public 
inspection  at  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office. 

The  30-day  scoping  period  for  the  ON  Line  Project,  during  which  comments  were  received,  was 
from  July  29  through  August  28,  2009.  All  responses  received  by  BLM  were  logged,  analyzed, 
and  summarized  to  discern  issues  of  concern.  None  of  the  comments  represented  new  issues 
or  comments  that  had  not  already  been  identified  and  addressed  throughout  the  DSEIS. 

6.1.4  EIS  Mailing  List 

An  EIS  mailing  list  of  interested  persons  was  initially  assembled  from  the  scoping  mailing  list 
with  the  addition  of  persons  who  expressed  interest  in  being  added  to  the  mailing  list  during  and 
subsequent  to  scoping.  The  mailing  list  for  the  project  was  revised  to  add  those  persons  who 
provided  comments  in  response  to  scoping,  requested  to  be  on  the  mailing  list,  or  signed  a 
scoping  meeting  attendance  list.  Respondents  that  provided  more  than  one  comment  letter 
were  listed  only  once  in  the  mailing  list. 

On  January  16,  2008,  a newsletter  was  sent  out  to  the  9,128  persons  on  the  updated  mailing 
list.  The  newsletter  mailing  was  multi-purpose,  as  it  provided  an  update  on  the  project 
schedule,  summarized  scoping,  presented  the  Mt.  Wheeler  Power  line  component  (no  longer 
being  considered  as  part  of  the  ON  Line  Project),  and  requested  information  as  to  who  wanted 
to  remain  on  the  mailing  list. 

6.1.5  Draff  EIS  Distribution 

The  EEC  Draft  EIS  review  period  was  initiated  by  publication  of  the  Notice  of  Availability  (NOA) 
for  the  Draft  EIS  in  the  Federal  Register  on  January  2,  2009.  The  Draft  EIS  was  distributed  as 
follows: 


• A NOA  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  specifying  dates  for  the  comment  period 
and  the  date,  time,  and  location  of  the  public  comment  meetings. 

• A news  release  was  provided  by  the  agencies  at  the  beginning  of  the  comment  period 
on  the  Draft  EIS.  The  news  release  was  submitted  to  the  same  news  organizations  as 
for  the  initial  public  scoping  announcement. 

• The  Draft  EIS  was  distributed  to  interested  parties  identified  in  the  updated  EIS  mailing 
list,  as  described  above,  and  also  made  available  via  the  internet. 

Four  public  comment  meetings  were  held  in  locations  around  Nevada  as  follows: 

Reno,  Nevada  February  5,  2009 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  February  10,  2009 

Ely,  Nevada  February  1 1,  2009 

Elko,  Nevada  February  12,  2009 

The  BLM  conducted  the  four  public  open-house  meetings  with  a formal  presentation  and  verbal 
public  comment  session.  Public  comment  forms  were  available  for  attendees  to  provide  a 
written  comment  and  a court  recorder  was  present  at  each  meeting  to  record  verbal  comments. 
All  attendees  of  meetings  were  asked  to  sign  in  and  provide  their  contact  information.  Lists  of 
individuals  who  signed  attendance  sheets  at  the  public  meetings  are  included  in  the  project 
record.  The  meetings  began  each  afternoon  at  4:00  PM  and  continued  until  7:00  PM,  with  a 
formal  presentation  at  5:30  PM.  The  presenting  speakers  at  each  venue  were  the  same:  Jane 
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Peterson  and  Joe  Incardine,  BLM,  and  David  Sims,  NV  Energy.  Attendees  were  invited  to  make 
a public  statement  after  the  presentation  at  each  meeting,  although  their  statements  and 
comments  were  not  recorded  or  considered  as  official  public  comments.  BLM  and  NV  Energy 
personnel  were  available  to  answer  questions  from  the  public  about  the  EIS  analysis  and 
proposed  project,  respectively. 

The  90-day  formal  public  comment  period  concluded  on  April  3,  2009. 

During  the  Draft  EIS  review  period,  NV  Energy  announced  plans  to  postpone  several  EEC 
Project  components  including  the  coal-fired  power  plant  until  carbon  capture/sequestration 
becomes  commercially  feasible  due  to  increasing  environmental  and  economic  uncertainties 
surrounding  its  development.  NV  Energy  also  announced  plans  to  continue  with  the  permitting 
and  construction  of  a reduced  set  of  components  of  the  EEC  Project  to  be  referred  to  as  the  ON 
Line  Project  as  described  in  Section  1.1.  This  announcement  occurred  in  February  2009 
between  the  first  and  second  public  comment  meeting  and  therefore  was  subsequently 
announced  and  discussed  during  the  Las  Vegas,  Ely,  and  Elko  meetings.  At  these  three 
subsequent  meetings,  NV  Energy  reiterated  its  formal  announcement  to  reduce  the  scope  of  the 
project,  including  the  reasons  and  components  of  the  project  going  forward  as  the  ON  Line 
Project.  The  BLM  asked  attendees  to  comment  separately,  if  possible,  on  the  postponed 
project  components  (i.e.,  coal-fired  generation  plant)  and  the  proposal  to  continue  forward  with 
the  transmission  line  facilities. 

6.1.6  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  Distribution 

NV  Energy  submitted  an  amended  SF-299  application  and  Plan  of  Development  on  March  30, 
2009  to  describe  the  change  in  the  project  going  forward  as  a reduced  subset  of  the  original 
EEC  Project.  As  a result  of  the  change  in  project  scope  being  reduced,  the  BLM  decided  a 
Draft  Supplemental  EIS  should  be  completed  in  order  to  define  the  revised  project  scope  and 
present  the  NEPA  analysis  for  the  ON  Line  Project  separately.  BLM  prepared  a NOI  for  the  ON 
Line  Project  Draft  Supplemental  EIS,  published  in  the  Federal  Register  on  July  29,  2009. 

The  distribution  of  this  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  was  conducted  in  the  same  manner  as  the  EEC 
Draft  EIS.  The  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  review  period  was  initiated  by  publication  of  the  EPA 
NOA  in  the  Federal  Register  on  November  6,  2009.  The  BLM  NOA  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  November  20,  2009;  therefore  the  comment  period  was  extended  to  60 
days,  ending  January  5,  2010.  The  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  was  distributed  as  follows: 

• A NOA  was  published  in  the  Federal  Register  specifying  dates  for  the  comment  period 
and  the  date,  time,  and  location  of  the  public  comment  meetings. 

• A news  release  was  provided  by  the  BLM  at  the  beginning  of  the  comment  period  on  the 
Draft  Supplemental  EIS.  The  news  release  was  submitted  to  the  same  news 
organizations  as  for  the  initial  public  scoping  announcement  on  the  EEC  Project. 

• The  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  was  distributed  and/or  made  available  via  internet  to 
interested  parties  identified  in  the  updated  EIS  mailing  list,  as  described  above,  and  also 
made  available  via  the  internet. 

Three  public  comment  meetings  were  held  in  Nevada  as  follows: 

Las  Vegas,  Nevada  December  8,  2009 
Caliente,  Nevada  December  9,  2009 
Ely,  Nevada  December  10,  2009 
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The  BLM  conducted  three  public  open-house  style  meetings.  Public  comment  forms  were 
available  for  attendees  to  provide  written  comments.  All  attendees  of  meetings  were  asked  to 
sign  in  and  provide  their  contact  information.  Lists  of  individuals  who  signed  attendance  sheets 
at  the  public  meetings  are  included  in  the  project  record.  The  meetings  began  each  evening  at 
6:00  PM  and  continued  until  8:00  PM.  Mike  Dwyer,  BLM,  and  David  Sims,  NV  Energy,  as  well 
as  other  BLM  and  NV  Energy  personnel,  were  available  to  answer  questions  from  the  public 
about  the  SEIS  analysis  and  proposed  project,  respectively. 

6.1.7  Final  EIS  Distribution 

The  Final  EIS  distribution  was  completed  after  consideration  was  given  to  comments  received 
on  the  Draft  Supplemental  EIS.  A 30-day  Final  EIS  availability  period  was  initiated  by 
publication  of  a NOA  for  the  Final  EIS  in  the  Federal  Register.  The  Final  EIS  was  released  as 
follows: 

• NOA  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 

• Copies  of  the  Final  EIS  sent  to  addresses  on  the  updated  mailing  list  and  made  available 
via  the  internet. 

• A news  release  was  issued  to  the  same  newspapers  used  for  previous  Project 
announcements. 

6.1.8  Record  of  Decision 

Subsequent  to  the  30-day  availability  period  for  the  Final  EIS,  the  BLM  will  prepare  a Record  of 
Decision  (ROD).  The  BLM  ROD  will  be  distributed  to  individuals  and  organizations  identified  on 
the  updated  Project  mailing  list.  A NOA  for  the  ROD  will  be  published  in  the  Federal  Register. 
A news  release  will  be  made  to  the  same  newspapers  used  for  previous  Project 
announcements. 

6.2  Criteria  and  Methods  by  Which  Public  Input  was  Evaluated 

Letters  and  oral  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Supplemental  EIS  were  reviewed  and 
evaluated.  Responses  were  prepared  for  substantive  comments  and  modifications  or 
corrections  were  made  to  the  Final  EIS  as  determined  necessary  in  response  to  these 
comments.  Copies  of  all  comments,  along  with  responses  to  them,  are  included  in  Chapter  7 of 
the  FEIS. 

6.3  Cooperating  Agencies  and  Consultation  with  Others 

Cooperating  agencies  were  invited  to  participate  in  the  entire  NEPA  process  including:  review  of 
analyses,  contribution  of  technical  expertise,  and  assisting  in  the  response  to  public  comments, 
required  by  their  jurisdiction  or  regulatory  authority.  MOUs  were  developed  between  the 
cooperating  agencies  and  the  BLM. 

As  part  of  the  federal  review  process  in  response  to  NV  Energy’s  proposed  EEC  Project,  the 
BLM  sent  letters  to  various  agencies  on  April  18,  2007  to  invite  their  participation  as  cooperating 
agencies  for  the  NEPA  process  and  EIS  documentation.  After  the  EEC  Project  was  postponed 
and  modified  into  the  ON  Line  Project,  some  of  the  cooperating  agencies  opted  not  to  continue 
with  their  cooperating  status  (National  Park  Service  and  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection 
Agency).  Lincoln  County  and  the  N-4  Grazing  Board  requested  cooperating  status  after  the 
distribution  of  the  ON  Line  Project  Draft  SEIS.  Therefore  cooperating  agencies  currently  include 
White  Pine  County,  Lincoln  County,  and  the  N-4  Grazing  Board. 
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In  addition,  the  following  state  and  federal  agencies  were  consulted  during  preparation  of  the 
EIS: 

• U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

• U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior,  National  Park  Service 

• U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency 

• U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture,  Forest  Service 

• U.S.  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

• U.S.  Air  Force 

• Nevada  Division  of  State  Parks 

• Nevada  Division  of  Environmental  Protection,  Bureau  of  Water  Pollution  Control 

• Nevada  Division  of  Forestry 

• Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife 

6.4  Tribal  Consultation 

Govemment-to-Govemment  consultations  are  maintained  and  facilitated  by  the  lead  agency, 
Ely  District  BLM  through  regularly  scheduled  (quarterly)  open  tribal  meetings.  These  meetings 
allow  the  agency  to  brief  tribes  on  the  environmental  analysis  process,  proposed  projects, 
provide  an  opportunity  to  discuss  tribal  concerns,  and  exchange  information.  Presentations, 
agency-tribal  meetings,  and  verbal  and  written  communication  have  been  utilized  to  keep  the 
Tribes  informed  and  apprised  of  the  project. 

The  public  scoping  letter  for  the  initial  EEC  Project,  which  included  components  of  what  is  now 
proposed  as  the  ON  Line  Project,  was  sent  to  tribes  and  tribal  organizations  on  July  23,  2007. 
Tribal  liaisons  have  regularly  briefed  tribes  on  the  project,  including  the  proposed  transmission 
facilities  since  then.  As  part  of  Govemment-to-Govemment  consultation,  Native  American 
consultation  letters  were  sent  out  by  the  BLM,  Ely  District  Office  on  July  23,  2007  to  the  Tribes 
and  tribal  organizations  listed  in  Table  6.4-1.  The  concerns  outlined  in  the  responses  are 
summarized  in  Table  6.4-1. 


TABLE  6.4-1  NATIVE  AMERICAN  TRIBES/TRIBAL  ORGANIZATIONS  CONSULTED 


TRIBE  OR  GROUP 

CONCERNS  EXPRESSED 

Arizona 

Colorado  River  Indian  Tribes 

No  concerns  at  this  time. 

Kaibab  Paiute  Tribe 

Expressed  interest  and  ongoing  participation. 

California 

Timbisha  Shoshone  Tribe 

Nevada 

Duck  Valley  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes 

Duckwater  Shoshone  Tribe 

Cultural  resources,  environmental  justice,  critical 
habitat  for  sage  grouse,  medicinal  and  food  plants 
used  by  the  Western  Shoshone,  cumulative 
impacts  to  Tribes 

Ely  Shoshone  Tribe 

Location  of  the  EEC  Project  in  relation  to  Parcel  4 
of  the  lands  transferred  to  the  tribe  and  placed  in 
trust  in  the  2006  White  Pine  Land  Act 

Las  Vegas  Paiute  Tribe 

Moapa  Band  of  Paiutes 

Pahrump  Paiute  Tribe 

Shundahai/Westem  Shoshone 
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TRIBE  OR  GROUP 

CONCERNS  EXPRESSED 

Te-Moak  Tribe  of 
Western  Shoshone 
(including) 

Battle  Mountain  Band 

Water  use  and  vegetation  concerns 

Elko  Band 

South  Fork  Band 

Wells  Band 

Pine  nut  harvesting  areas  could  be  impacted;  air 
quality  could  be  impacted 

Yomba  Shoshone  Tribe 

Utah 

Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation 

Paiute  Indian  Tribe  of 
Utah  (including) 

Cedar  Band 

Indian  Peaks  Band 

Kanosh  Band 

Other  Tribal  Organizations 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Eastern  Nevada  Agency 

Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs,  Southern  Paiute  Agency 

Western  Shoshone  Defense  Project 

Meetings  were  held  with  the  Goshute  Tribal  Council  on  February  8,  2007  and  March  14,  2008 
that  included  the  BLM,  the  Goshute  Tribal  Council,  and  NV  Energy.  A meeting  was  held  with  the 
Ely  Shoshone  Tribe  on  April  4,  2007  that  included  the  Tribal  Staff,  Tribal  Chair,  and  NV  Energy. 
A meeting  with  the  Kaibab  Paiute  Tribe  was  held  on  July  18,  2007  during  the  Tribal  Council 
Meeting  and  with  the  Wells  Band  during  their  tribal  council  meeting  on  January  31,  2008.  The 
purpose  of  these  meetings  was  to  brief  the  Tribes  on  the  environmental  analysis  process,  the 
proposed  EEC  Project  (which  included  the  project  components  now  proposed  as  the  ON  Line 
Project  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative),  and  to  answer  questions. 

The  above-described  communications  addressed  all  parts  of  the  former  EEC  Project,  including 
the  facilities  now  going  forward  as  NV  Energy’s  proposed  ON  Line  Project.  During  the  Ely 
District’s  September  17,  2009  quarterly  open  tribal  meeting,  the  BLM  again  briefed  the  tribes  on 
the  ON  Line  Project.  Additional  meetings  with  tribes  also  occurred  on  October  8 and  October 
10,2009. 

Activities/contacts  with  Tribes  are  noted  in  the  Project  Record.  Table  6.4-2  provides  a summary 
of  the  formal  communications  that  have  taken  place  with  the  Native  American  Tribes  for  this 
project. 

TABLE  6.4-2  SUMMARY  OF  MEETINGS  WITH  NATIVE  AMERICAN  TRIBES 


PARTIES  INVOLVED 

DATE 

Goshute  Tribal  Council,  BLM,  NV  Energy 

February  8,  2007 

Ely  Shoshone  Tribe,  BLM,  and  NV  Energy 

April  4,  2007 

Kaibab  Paiute  Tribe  and  BLM 

July  18,  2007 

Te-Moak  Tribe  of  the  Western  Shoshone 
Tribe  Wells  Band  Tribal  Council  and  BLM 

January  31, 2008 

Goshute  Tribal  Council,  BLM 

March  14,  2008 

Goshute  Tribe,  Wells  Band,  Duckwater 
Shoshone,  BLM,  Ethnographer 

July  15,  2008 

Ely  District  Quarterly  Tribal  Meeting 

September  17,  2009 

Paiute  Indian  Tribe  of  Utah;  Shivwits  Band 

October  8,  2009 

Moapa  Band  of  Paiutes 

October  10,  2009 
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6.5  List  of  Preparers  and  Reviewers 

Lead  Agency:  BLM,  Ely  District  Office 

Cooperating  Agencies:  White  Pine  County,  Lincoln  County,  N-4  Grazing  Board 

Interdisciplinary  Team  (IDT)  and  Technical  Specialists:  See  Table  6.5-1  below. 


TABLE  6.5-1  INTERDISCIPLINARY  TEAM  (IDT)  AND  TECHNICAL  SPECIALISTS 


Resource 

Ely  District  Office 

Southern  Nevada  District 
Office 

BLM  Nevada  State  Office  Project  Lead  - Jacqueline  Gratton 

District  Office 
Project  Lead 

Mike  Dwyer 

Beth  Ransel 

Water  Resources 

Mark  D’Aversa 

Sara  Peterson 

Geology/Minerals 

Dave  Davis 

David  Fanning 

Paleontological  Resources 

Leslie  Riley 

Susanne  Rowe 

Soils 

Mark  D’Aversa 

Lisa  Christianson 

Air  Quality 

Susan  Caplan  (NOC) 
Scott  Archer  (NOC) 

Lisa  Christianson 

Vegetation/Noxious  and  Non- 
Native  Invasive  Weeds 

Bonnie  Million 
Mindy  Seal 

Nora  Capletta 

Wildlife  and  Habitat 

Marian  Lichtler 
Andy  Daniels 

Mark  Slaughter 

Special  Status  Species 

Marian  Lichtler 
Andy  Daniels  (Caliente) 

Fred  Edwards 

Range  Resources/ 

Mindy  Seal 

Everett  Bartz 

Wild  Horses  (WH) 

Ruth  Thompson  (WH) 

Jerri  Bertola 

Cultural  Resources 

Leslie  Riley 

Susanne  Rowe 

Native  American  Concerns 

Elvis  Wall 

Susanne  Rowe 

Land  Use/Access 

Doris  Metcalf 

Beth  Ransel 

Special  Designations 

Dave  Jacobson 

Beth  Ransel 

Recreation 

Erin  Rajala 

Robert  Wandel 

Visual  Resources 

Sheri  Wysong, 
Erin  Rajala 

Michael  Johnson 

Noise 

Sheri  Wysong 

| Socioeconomics 

Karen  Rajala  (White  Pine  County) 

Beth  Ransel 

I Environmental  Justice 

Karen  Rajala  (White  Pine  County) 

Beth  Ransel 

II  Hazardous  and  Solid  Waste 

Melanie  Peterson 

Michael  Moran 

| Transportation 

Karen  Rajala  (White  Pine  County) 

Climate  Change/  Global 
Warming 

Sheri  Wysong 
Susan  Caplan  (NOC) 
Scott  Archer  (NOC) 
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TABLE  6.5-2  THIRD  PARTY  CONTRACTOR  - JBR  ENVIRONMENTAL  CONSULTANTS 


Role  / Resource 

Staff 

Experience 

Project  Manager 

Ground  Water 
Hazardous  & Solid  Waste 

Brian  Buck,  PG 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

MS  Geological  Engineering 
BS  Geology 
32  Years  Experience 

Assistant  Project  Manager 

Wildlife  & Habitat 

Greg  Brown 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

BS  Natural  Resources 
13  Years  Experience 

Socioeconomics 
Environmental  Justice 

Linda  Matthews 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

BS  Environmental  Studies 
22  Years  Experience 

Jon  Schulman 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

MS  Environmental  Engineering 
MA  Journalism 
BA  English 
13  Years  Experience 

Jan  Crispin 
University  of  Utah 
Salt  Lake  City 

BA  Business  Management 
MBA 

22  Years  Experience 

Cultural  Resources 
Native  American  Concerns 
Paleontological  Resources 
Transportation 

Jenni  Prince  Mahoney 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

BA  Anthropology 
MCNEPA 

14  Years  Experience 

Visual  Resources 

Richard  Duncan 
JBR 

Reno,  NV 

BA  Economics 
MS  Biology 
1 1 Years  Experience 

Air  Quality 
Noise 

Dan  Heiser,  PE 
JBR 

Boise,  ID 

BS  Chemical  Engineering 
MBA 

25  Years  Experience 

Chris  Johnson 
JBR 

Boise,  ID 

BS  Math  & Earth  Sciences 
29  Years  Experience 

Water  Resources 

Ryan  Clerico 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

BS  Biology 
10  Years  Experience 

Alan  Mayo,  PhD 
Alan  Mayo  Associates 
Orem,  UT 

EMS-i 

South  Jordan,  UT 

MS  Geology 
BS  Geology 
PhD  Hydrogeology 
28  Years  Experience 

Vegetation 

Noxious  Weeds  & Invasive  Species 
Fire  management 

Ryan  Clerico 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

BS  Biology 
10  Years  Experience 

Geology 

Minerals 

Jim  Sage 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

BS  Geology 
9 Years  Experience 
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Role  / Resource 

Staff 

Experience 

Special  Status  Species 

John  Curl 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

BS  Public  Lands  Policy 
8 Years  Experience 

Range  Resources 
Wild  Horses 
Specials  Designations 

Marit  Sawyer 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

BS  Range  Science 
10  Years  Experience 

Soils 

Prime  & Unique  Farmland 

Karen  Kinsella 
JBR 

Elko,  NV 

BS  Resource  Management,  Soils 
AS  Biology/Computer 
8 Years  Experience 

Land  Use  & Access 
Recreation 

Tom  Hale 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

MS  Park  and  Recreation  Mgmt 
MLA  Environmental  Planning 
BLA  Landscape  Architecture 
17  Years  Experience 

Cumulative  Effects 

Schelle  Davis 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

BA  Environmental  Studies 
18  Years  Experience 

Jon  Schulman 
JBR 

Salt  Lake  City 

MS  Environmental  Engineering 
MA  Journalism 
BA  English 
13  Years  Experience 

6.6  Mailing  Lists 

An  important  part  of  the  NEPA  process  is  to  invite  public  comment  (CEQ  §1503.1)  by  actively 
soliciting  comments  from  those  persons,  organizations,  or  agencies  who  may  be  interested  or 
affected  by  the  proposed  project.  BLM  is  required  to  submit  the  EIS  to  several  agencies  and  the 
proponent;  these  constitute  the  standard  distribution  list  (Table  6.6-1).  Other  agencies  (federal, 
state,  local),  organizations,  and  individuals  who  may  be  affected  by  the  project,  may  be 
stakeholders,  or  may  simply  be  interested  constitute  the  interested  parties  mailing  list. 

6.6.1  Standard  Distribution  List 

The  following  standard  distribution  list  (Table  6.6-1)  was  compiled  using  the  BLM  NEPA 
Handbook  H-1 790-1  mandatory  distribution  list.  The  number  in  parenthesis  is  the  number  of 
hardcopies  required. 
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TABLE  6.6-1  STANDARD  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


Advisory  Council  on  Historic 
Preservation  (*) 

Director,  Planning  & Review 
1100  Pennsylvania  Ave  NW, 
Ste.  809 

Washington  D.C.  20004 

Air  Force,  Basing  Branch  (2) 
AF/A7CIB  Pentagon, 

Rm  4C-950 

Washington  D.C.  20330-1260 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers  (2) 
South  Pacific  Division  Chief, 
Planning  Division 
1455  Market  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

BLM  Nevada  State  Office  (5) 
1340  Financial  Blvd. 

Reno,  NV  89502-7147 

BLM  Planning  Office  (2) 

Mail  Stop  850  LS 
1849  C Street  NW 
Washington  D.C,  20240 

Bureau  of  Reclamation  (2) 
Denver  Federal  Center  Bldg.  67 
(D-5000) 

P.O.  Box  25007 
Denver,  CO  80225-0007 

Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (5) 

Office  of  Federal  Activities, 

EIS  Filing  Station 

Airel  Rios  Bldg  (S  Oval  Lobby) 

Rm  7220 

1200  Pennsylvania  Ave  NW 
Washington  D.C.  20004 


Environmental  Protection 
Agency  (2) 

Region  9 

75  Hawthorne  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

National  Park  Service  (4) 
Environmental  Quality  Division 
1201  Eye  Street  NW 
Washington  D.C.  20005 

National  Science  & Technology 
Center  (2) 

P.O.  Box  25047 
Building  50 

Denver  Federal  Center 
Denver,  CO  80225-0047 

NV  Energy  (3) 

P.O.  Box  98910 
Las  Vegas,  NV  89151 

NV  Energy  (3) 

P.O.  Box  10100 
Reno,  NV  89520-0024 

Office  of  Deputy  A/S  of  the 
USAF  (1) 

Environment,  Safety,  and 
Occupational  Health 
SAF/RQ  Room  4C916, 
Pentagon 

Washington  D.C.  20330-0001 

US  Dept  of  Energy  (2) 

Office  of  NEPA 
1000  Independence  Ave  SW 
Mail  Code  EH-42,  Room  3E080 
Washington  D.C.  20585 


US  Dept  of  The  Interior  (3) 
Minerals  Management  Service 
Senior  NEPA  Lead, 
Environmental  Division 
381  Eldon  Street 
Herndon,  VA  20170-4817 

US  Dept  of  the  Interior  (3) 
Geological  Survey  Attn:  Senior 
NEPA  Lead 

12201  Sunrise  Valley  Drive, 
MS423 

Reston,  VA  20192 

US  Dept  of  the  Interior  (3) 
Director,  Office  of  Environmental 
Policy  and  Compliance 
1849  C Street  NW 
2342-MIB 

Washington  D.C.  20240 

US  Dept  of  the  Interior  (2) 
Natural  Resources  Library 
1849  C Street  NW 
Washington  D.C.  20240 

US  Dept  of  The  Interior  (1 ) 

Office  of  External  and 
Intergovernmental  Affairs 
1849  C Street  NW 
Washington  D.C.  20240 

US  Dept  of  the  Interior 
Fish  & Wildlife  Service  (3) 
Assistant  Director,  Endangered 
Species 
1849  C St.  NW 
Washington  D.C.  20240 

(*)  - No  Hardcopy  Needed,  Will 
Access  from  the  Web 


6.6.2  Interested  Parties  Mailing  List 

The  Interested  Parties  mailing  list  includes  persons,  organizations,  and  agencies  that  were 
included  in  the  initial  scoping  mailing  list,  those  who  attended  scoping  meetings,  those  that 
commented  during  the  EEC  scoping  process,  respondents  to  the  January  2008  newsletter, 
those  that  commented  du-ring  the  EEC  DEIS  comment  period,  those  who  attended  the  EEC 
DEIS  public  meetings,  those  who  commented  during  the  ON  Line  scoping  period,  those  who 
commented  on  the  ON  Line  DSEIS  or  attended  the  public  meetings,  and  those  who  in  some 
other  way  expressed  interest  in  the  project  and  wanted  to  be  on  the  mailing  list.  This  mailing  list 
currently  includes  596  interested  parties.  Table  6.6-2  includes  the  federal  agencies,  state 
agencies,  local  agencies,  government  officials,  tribal  governments,  and  other  organizations. 
The  entire  list  of  interested  parties  is  part  of  the  project  record  and  available  upon  request. 
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TABLE  6.6-2  AGENCIES  AND  ORGANIZATIONS  ON  CURRENT  MAILING  LIST 


FEDERAL  AGENCIES 

Army  Corps  of  Engineers,  Reno  Regulatory  Office 

Great  Basin  National  Park,  Baker,  NV 

Humboldt-Toiyabe  National  Forest,  Ely,  NV 

National  Park  Service,  Boulder,  NV 

Nellis  AFB,  NV 

US  Department  of  the  Interior 

USDI  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs 

US  EPA  Region  IX 

US  Forest  Service,  NV 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Reno,  NV 

US  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Las  Vegas,  NV 

STATE  AGENCIES 

Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife,  Ely,  , Reno,  & Las  Vegas,  NV 

NDEP  Bureau  of  Water  Pollution  Control,  Carson  City,  NV 

Nevada  Division  of  Environ.  Protection,  Carson  City,  NV 

Nevada  Division  of  Forestry,  Las  Vegas,  NV 

Nevada  Division  of  State  Parks,  Baker,  NV 

Nevada  Division  of  State  Parks,  Carson  City,  NV 

Nevada  State  Clearinghouse,  Carson  City,  NV 

Nevada  State  Historic  Preservation  Office,  Reno,  NV 

Nevada  State  Legislature,  Elko,  NV 

Public  Utilities  Commission  of  Nevada,  Carson  City,  NV 

GOVERNMENT  OFFICIALS 

City  of  Ely  Mayor,  Jon  Hickman 

LOCAL  AGENCIES 

Bear  River  Watershed  Council,  Richmond,  UT 

Lincoln  County  Commissioners,  Pioche,  NV 

Southern  Nevada  Water  Authority,  Las  Vegas,  NV 

McGill  Town  Council 

Ruth  Town  Council 

White  Pine  County  Board  of  Commissioners,  Ely,  NV 

TRIBAL  GOVERNMENTS 

Timbisha  Shoshone  Tribe,  CA 

Duck  Valley  Shoshone-Paiute  Tribes,  NV 

Duckwater  Shoshone  Tribe,  NV 

Ely  Shoshone  Tribe,  NV 

Las  Vegas  Paiute  Tribe,  NV 

Moapa  Band  of  Paiutes,  NV 

Pahrump  Paiute  Tribe,  NV  s 

Shudahai  / Western  Shoshone,  NV 

Te-Moak  Tribe  of  Western  Shoshone,  NV 
Battle  Mountain  Band 
Elko  Band 
South  Fork  Band 
Wells  Band 

Yomba  Shoshone  Tribe,  NV 

ON  Line  Project 
Final  EIS 


6-13 


Confederated  Tribes  of  the  Goshute  Reservation,  UT 

Paiute  Indian  Tribe  of  Utah,  UT 
Cedar  Band 
Indian  Peaks  Band 
Kanosh  Band 

Western  Shoshone  Defense  Council,  NV 

OTHER  ORGANIZATIONS 

American  Institute  of  Architects  Northern  Nevada,  Reno,  NV 

Alternative  Transportation  Club  & Electric  Auto  Association  of  Nevada,  Reno,  NV 

Basin  Research  Associates 

Bristlecone  Alliance,  McGill,  NV 

California  Native  Plant  Society 

Citizen  Alert,  Las  Vegas 

Center  for  Biological  Diversity,  San  Francisco,  CA;  Portland,  OR;  North  Las  Vegas,  NV 

Dixie  Power  Water  Light  & Telephone,  Washington,  UT 

Duck  Creek  Basin  Homeowners,  McGill,  NV 

Ducks  Unlimited,  Rancho  Cordova,  CA 

Environmental  Defense  Fund,  Boulder,  CO 

Environmental  Policy  and  Cultural  Program,  Northwestern  University,  Evanston,  IL 

Friends  of  the  Schell  Creek  Range,  McGill,  NV 

Grand  Canyon  Trust,  Flagstaff,  A Z 

Great  Basin  Chapter,  Trout  Unlimited,  Baker,  NV 

Great  Basin  Mine  Watch,  Reno,  NV 

National  Parks  Conservation  Association 

Nature  Conservancy,  Reno,  NV 

Nevada  Conservation  League,  Las  Vegas,  NV 

Nevada  Green  Party,  Reno,  NV 

Nevada  Wildlife  Federation,  Loyalton,  CA 

Post  Carbon  Salt  Lake,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT 

Preston  Area  Advisory  Board,  Ely,  NV 

Progress  Leadership  Alliance  of  Nevada,  Reno,  NV 

Public  Resource  Assoc.,  Reno,  NV 

Resource  Concepts,  Inc. 

Sevier  Citizens  for  Clean  Air  and  Water,  Richfield,  UT 

Sierra  Club  Environmental  Law  Program,  SF,  CA 

Sierra  Club,  Reno,  NV 

Sierra  Club,  Utah  Chapter,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT 

UNLV  Sierra  Student  Coalition 

Utah  Physicians  for  a Healthy  Environment,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT 

Wasatch  Clean  Air  Coalition,  Salt  Lake  City,  UT 

Western  Lands  Project,  Seattle,  WA 

Western  Resource  Advocates,  Carson  City,  NV 

Western  Watershed  Project,  Boise,  ID 

White  Pine  County  Tourism  and  Recreation  Board,  Ely,  NV 

White  Pine  County  Sheriffs  Office  Employee  Association,  Ely,  NV 
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Chapter  7 

Comment  and  Response 


7.1  Introduction 

Public  comments  were  sought  on  the  ON  Line  Project  Draft  SEIS.  The  comment  period 
commenced  with  the  publication  of  the  NOA  in  the  Federal  Register  on  November  20,  2009  and 
ended  on  January  8,  2010. 

In  response  to  comments,  every  effort  was  made  to  address  all  questions,  concerns,  and  other 
points  presented  by  the  commenter.  Some  comments  are  considered  “non-substantive”  as 
defined  the  BLM  NEPA  Handbook.  Non-substantive  comments  are  not  conducive  to  a 
response  because  they  are: 

• Comments  in  favor  of  or  against  the  Proposed  Action  or  alternatives  that  do  not  provide 
a reasonable  basis  to  question  the  accuracy,  adequacy,  methodology,  or  assumptions 
within  the  EIS;  present  new  information  relative  to  the  analysis;  present  new  and 
reasonable  alternatives;  or  cause  changes  or  revisions  to  the  EIS  analysis,  Proposed 
Action  or  alternatives; 

• Comments  that  only  agree  or  disagree  with  BLM  policy  or  resource  decisions  without 
justification  or  supporting  data  that  meet  the  criteria  listed  above 

• Comments  that  do  not  pertain  to  the  project  area  or  the  project;  and 

• Comments  that  take  the  form  of  vague,  open-ended  questions  or  statements. 

In  cases  such  as  the  above,  the  BLM  response  will  be  “comment  noted”  indicating  the  letter  or 
point  was  acknowledged,  but  no  specific  response  was  warranted. 

A total  of  19  comment  letters  were  received.  Table  7.1-1  presents  the  comment  letter  number, 
commenter  name,  and  type  of  interested  party  (agency,  group,  or  person)  submitting  the 
comment. 
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TABLE  7.1-1  COMMENT  LETTERS  RECEIVED  ON  THE  ON 


LINE  PROJECT  DRAFT  SEIS 


LETTER  # 

COMMENTER 

TYPE 

1 

US  EPA 

Federal  Agency 

2 

USGS 

Federal  Agency 

3 

USFWS 

Federal  Agency 

4 

Nevada  Clearinghouse  (Minerals,  Division  of 
Waters  Resources,  SHPO) 

State  Agency 

5 

NDOW 

State  Agency 

6 

N-4  State  Grazing  Board 

State  Agency 

7 

White  Pine  County 

Local  Municipality 

| 8 

Lincoln  County 

Local  Municipality 

9 

Southern  Nevada  Water  Authority 

Local  Municipality 

10 

Western  Watersheds 

Non-Governmental 

Organization 

11 

Western  Watersheds 

Non-Governmental 

Organization 

12 

Western  Watersheds 

Non-Governmental  j 

Organization 

13 

Center  for  Biological  Diversity 

Non-Governmental  j 

Organization 

14 

Western  Resource  Advocates,  Sierra  Club, 
Progressive  Leadership  Alliance  of  Nevada 
(PLAN),  National  Parks  Conservation 
Assoc.,  Public  Resource  Advocates,  Nevada 
Wildlife  Federation,  Center  for  Bio  Diversity, 
Wasatch  Clean  Air  Coalition,  Dine  Care, 
Sevier  Citizens  for  Clean  Air  and  Water, 

Utah  Physicians  for  a Healthy  Environment, 
Post  Carbon  Salt  Lake,  Defend  Our  Desert, 
National  Wildlife  Federation 

Non-Governmental 

Organizations 

15 

Great  Basin  Transmission  Line  (LS  Power) 

Company 

16 

Delaine  Spilsbury 

Individual 

| 17 

Rick  Spilsbury 

Individual 

18 

Marion  Harless 

Individual 

19 

Brendon  Hughes 

Individual 

7.2  Comment  Letters  and  Responses 

The  comment  letters  follow  in  their  entirety  with  comments  delineated  on  the  right-hand  side. 
The  responses  to  comments  appear  after  each  letter. 
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Comment  Letter  #1 


UNITED  STATES  ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  AGENCY 

REGION  IX 

75  Hawthorne  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  04105-3901 

IEC  1 0 2809 


Michael  Dwyer,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Ely  Field  Office  ■ . ’ 

HC  33  Box  33500 
Ely,  Nevada  89301 

Subject:  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  One  Nevada  Transmission 
Line  Project,  Nevada  [CEQ#  20090373]  • 

Dear  Mr.  Dwyer; 

The  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  (EPA)  has  reviewed  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management’s  (BLM)  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  for  the 
One  Nevada  (ON)  Line  project.  Our  review  and  comments  are  provided  pursuant  to  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  the  Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ)  Regulations 
(40  CFR  Parts  1 500-1508),  and  Section  309  of  the  Clean  Air  Act  (CAA). 

The  proposed  project,  as  described  in  the  DSEIS,  would  include  the  construction  of  a 
236-mile  long  500  kilovolt  (kV)  electric  transmission  line  extending  from  the  Robinson  Summit 
Substation  near  Ely,  Nevada  to  the  Harry  Allen  Substation  near  Las  Vegas,  Nevada.  The 
proposed  project  would  also  include  the  construction  of  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation,  a loop- 
in  of  the  existing  Falcon-Gondor  345  kV  transmission  line  to  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation, 
the  expansion  of  the  Harry  Allen  Substation,  the  expansion  of  the  Falcon  Substation,  and  a fiber- 
optic line  dedicated  to  operation  of  the  transmission  line. 

The  Notice  of  Intent  for  the  ON  Line  Project  Supplemental  EIS  was  published  in  the 
Federal  Register  on  My  29, 2009,  and  EPA  submitted  scoping  comments  on  August  1 8, 2009.  A 
DSEIS  has  been  prepared  because  the  proposed  action  was  originally  a part  of  the  Ely  Energy 
Center  (EEC)  project,  which  also  included  a 1,500  megawatt  coal-fired  power  plant.  The  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  EEC  project  was  released  in  January  2009.  On 
February  9, 2009,  however,  the  project  proponent  (NV  Energy)  announced  that  it  had 
indefinitely  postponed  construction  of  die  power  plant,  but  planned  to  proceed  with  the 
construction,  of  die  transmission  line.  In  response  to  this  information,  EPA  reviewed  the 
transmission  line  components  of  the  EEC  DEIS  and  submitted  comments  on  April  3, 2009.  We 
rated  the  transmission  line  components  of  the  EEC  DEIS  as  EC-2,  Environmental  Concerns  - 
Insufficient  Information  (See  attached  “Summary  of  EPA  Rating  System”).  Although  the  DEIS 
included  the  transmission  line  as  part  of  the  overal  l EEC  project,  pursuit  of  the  transmission  line 
components,  alone,  was  not  analyzed  as  an  independent  alternative.  We  recommended  that  BLM 
consider  publishing  a Revised  or  Supplemental  EIS.  We  also  expressed  concern  about  the 
identification  of  project  components,  purpose  and  need,  alternatives  analysis,  potential  adverse 


Printed  on  Recycled  Paper 


* 


\iv„ 


, impact  to  aquatic  resources  arid  endangered  species,  construction  emissions,  add  greenhd'use  gas 
emissions.  * 


We  greatly  appreciate  the  efforts  pf  the  BLM  and  its  consultants  to  respond  to  our 
comments  on  the  transmission  line  components  of  the  DEIS.  We  are  pleased  to  see  that  the  BLM 
decided  to  publish  a Supplemental  ElS  that  focuses  exclusively  on  the  transmission  line,  as  we 
recommended.  Most  of  die  issues  identified  in  our  review  of  that  document  have  been  addressed 
in  greater  detail  in  the  DSElS.  In  response  to  our  comments,  we  note  that  the  DSEIS  includes  a 
comprehensive  discussion  oh  project  components,  Water  resources.  Section  404  permits,  air 
resources,  climate  change,  and  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  Accordingly,  we  have  rated  the  DSEIS 
as  LO,  Lack  of  Objections  (See^attached  “Summary  of  EPA  Rating  System”)* 


« We  would  like  to  dffer  a few  recommendations  for  strengthening  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  so  that  die  public  and  the  decision  makers)  will  be  better  informed 
, about  the  project.  We  note  that  the  alternatives  analysis,  particularly  as  It  relates  to  alternatives 
that  were  dismissed,  warrants  farther  explanation.  The  DSEIS  notes  that  there  is  a corridor  along 
the  west  side  of  Nevada  that  could  be  utilized  to  connect  the  north  and  south  service  areas,  but 
dismisses  this  alternative  because  it  would  not  provide  access  to  renewables  in  east  and  northeast 
Nevada.  We  note,  however,  that  there  is  great  potential  to  develop  renewable  resources  in 
western  Nevada,  particularly  solar  and  geothermal  resources,  and  we  wonder  if  this  alternative 
was  considered.  We  recommend  that  the  FEIS  include  a more  detailed  explanation  of  this  option  . 
and  its  viability  as  an  alternative,  instead  of  dismissing  it  with  only  one  sentence,  as  was  done  in 
the  DSEIS,  ‘ 

In  our  previous  comments,  we  recommended  that  the  EIS  identify  the  locations  of 
renewable  resources  in*  relation  to  the- existing  grid  infrastructure,  illustrate  how  the  ON  Line 
Projept  will  aid  in  the  development  of  renewable  resources,  and  discuss  the  constraints  associated 
with  the  existing  grid  infrastructure  within  Nevada.  The  DSEIS  mentions  the  Nevada  Renewable 
Energy  Transmission  Access  Advisory  Committee  (RE7'AAC),  but  does  not  include  any  detailed 
information  figm  their  published  reports.  We  recommend  that  the  FEIS  include  maps  illustrating 
renewable  resource  zones  and  proposed  transmission  interconnections,  such  as  those  identified  in 
the  Hevada  RETAAC  Phase  1 and  Phase  II  Reports,  and  we  suggest  placing  this  information  in 
an  appendix. 


In  the  discussion  of  regulatory  requirements,  the  DSEIS  refers  to  the  2006  Integrated 
Resource  Plan  (IRP).  We  recommend  that  this  discussion  be  revised  to  include  more  recent 
information  presented  in  the  2009  IRP,  if  available.  We  note  that  the  2009  IRP  was  submitted  in 
July  2009,  but  later  withdrawn  with  the  expectation  that  it  Would  be  resubmitted  in  December 
2009,  If  there  is  any  information  in  the  2009  IRP  regarding  a corimdtmeht  to  reserve  capacity  on 
the  ON  trapstoissiqn  line  for  renewable  resource^  we  suggest  discussing  this  within  the  FEIS. 

, Finally,  as  noted  in  &e  DSEIS,  die  BLM  authorized  the  Right-Of-Way  (ROW)  for  the  500' 
kV  Great  Basin  transmission  line  (Great  Basin),  which  is  located  in  the  southern  portion  of  the 
Southwest  Jntertie  Project  (SWIP)  corridor,  as  Is  the  ON  Line  project.  As  previously  noted,  we 
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conjunction  with  the  Great  Basin  proj  ect  in  order  to  minimize  disruption  and  disturbance  to  the  (1-4  cant . )| 
environment.  We  continue  to  recommend  that  the  PEIS  discuss  the  feasibility  of  this  option. 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  the  DSEIS  for  the  ON  Line  Project  and  are 
available  to  discuss  ouf  toihments.  Please  send  one  hard  copy  of  the  FBjS  aUd  one  CD  ROM 
copy  to  this  office  at  the  same  time  it  is  officially  filed  with  our  Washington  D.C.  Office,  If  you 
havedny  questions,  please  contact  me  at  (415)  972-3521,  or  contact  Ann  McPherson,  the  lead 
reviewer  for  this  {Object,  at  (41 5)  972-3545  or  mcpherson.aun@epa.gov. 


Kathleen  M.  Gofojth,  Manager 
Environmental  Review  Office 


Enclosures:  Summary  of  EPA  Rating  Definitions 


SUMMARY  OF  EPA  RATING  DEFINITIONS* 

This  rating  system  was  developed  as  a means  to  summarize  EPA's  level  ofconcemwith  a proposed  action. 
The  ratings  are  a combination  of  alphabetical  categories  for  evaluation  of  the  environmental  impacts  of  the 
proposal  and  numerical  categories  for  evaluation  of  the  adequacy  of  the  BIS. 


environmental  impact  of  the  action 

%0"  (Lack  of  Objections) 

The  EPA  review  has  not  identified  any  potential  environmental  impacts  requiring  substantive  changes  to  the 
proposal.  The  review  may  have  disclosed  opportunities  for  application  of  mitigation  measures  that  could  be 
accomplished  with  no  mom  than  minor  changes  to  the  proposal. 

"EC"  (Environmental  Concerns) 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  environmental  impacts  that  should  be  avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the 
environment  Corrective  measures  may  require  changes  to  the  preferred  alternative  or  application  of  mitigation 
measures  that  can  reduce  the  environmental Impact.  EPA  would  like  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce 
these  impacts. 

. ' "EO"  (Environmental  Objections) 

The  EPA  review  has  identified  significant  environmental  impacts  that  should  be  avoided  in  order  to  provide 
adequate  protection  for  the  environment.  Corrective  measures  may  require  substantial  changes  to  the  preferred 
alternative  or  consideration  of  some  other  project  alternative  (including  the  no  action  alternative  or  a new. 
alternative).  EPA  intends  to  work  with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts. 

"EU"  (Environmentally  Unsatisfactory) 

The  BP  A review  has  identified  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  are  of  sufficient  magnitude  that  they  are 
unsatisfactory  from  the  standpoint  of  public  health  or  welfare  or  environmental  quality.  EPA  intends  to  work 
with  the  lead  agency  to  reduce  these  impacts.  If  the  potentially  unsatisfactory  impacts  are  not  corrected  at  the 
final  EIS  stage,  this  proposal  will  be  recommended  for  referral  to  the  CEQ. 

ADEQUACY  OF  THE  IMPACT  STATEMENT 


"Category  1 " (Adequate) 


of  the  altematives  reasonably  available  to  the  project  or  action.  No  further  analysis  or  data  collection  is  necessary, 
but  the  reviewer  may  suggest  the  addition  of  clarifying  language  or  information. 


” Category  2"  (Insufficient  Information) 


avoided  in  order  to  fully  protect  the  environment,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  identified  new  reasonably  available 
alternatives  that  are  within  the  spectrum  of  alternatives  analysed  in  the  draft  EIS,  which  could,  reduce  the 
, environmental  impacts  of  the  action.  The  identified  additional  information,  data,  analyses,  or  discussion  should  be 
included  in  the  final  EIS.  • ' * ..  * “ • . 

"Category  3"  (Inadequate) 

EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft  EIS  adequately  assesses  potentially  significant  environmental  impacts  of  the 
action,  or  the  EPA  reviewer  has  identifiednew,  reasonably  available  alternatives  that  are  outside  of  the  spectrum 
of  alternatives  analysed  in  the  draft  BIS,  which  should  be  analysed  in  order  to  reduce  the  potentially  significant 
environmental  impacts.  EPA  believes  that  the  identified  additional  information,  data,  analyses,  or  discussions  are 
of  such  a magnitude  that  they  should  have  full  public  review  at  a draft  stage.  EPA  does  not  believe  that  the  draft 
EIS  is  adequate  for  the  purposes,  of  the  NEPA  and/or  Section  309  review,  and  thus  should  be  formally  revised  and 
made  available  for  public  comment  in  a supplemental  or  revised  draft  EIS.  On  the  basis  of  the  potential  significant 
impacts  involved,  this  proposal  could  be  a candidate  for  referral  to  the  CEQ.  • 


7.2.1  Response  to  Comment  Letter  1 

1-1  The  Proposed  Action  was  part  of  the  original  scope  under  the  Ely  Energy  Center 

Project  (EEC),  and  was  essentially  a reduced  scope  going  forward  as  the  ON  Line 
Project  after  the  EEC  was  postponed.  A route  for  a line  on  the  west  side  of  the 
state  to  facilitate  interconnecting  future  renewable  projects  on  the  east  side  of  the 
state  was  considered  but  eliminated  due  to  various  constraints.  Additional  text  has 
been  added  to  Section  2.5  of  the  EIS  that  explains  this  in  greater  detail. 

The  Nevada  RETRAAC  report  (2007,  2010)  does  indicate  there  is  potential  to 
develop  renewable  resources  in  western  Nevada,  however  development  of 
renewables  is  not  the  primary  objective  of  the  proposed  ON  Line  Project; 
interconnecting  the  northern  and  southern  electrical  systems  is  the  primary 
objective.  See  Section  2.5  for  additional  information  on  why  a western  route  is  not 
feasible  to  accomplish  this  objective. 

1-2  Additional  information  regarding  renewable  resource  zones  in  relation  to  the 

proposed  transmission  line  has  been  added  to  the  FEIS  in  Section  1.5.4.  A figure 
displaying  the  renewable  resource  zones  was  added  as  Appendix  1A. 

1-3  The  DSEIS  refers  to  the  2006  IRP  simply  because  that  is  the  most  current 

approved  IRP  that  the  project  proponent  is  authorized  by  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  of  Nevada  (PUCN)  to  implement.  The  more  recent  IRP  was  filed  on 
February  1,  2010  and  is  not  expected  to  have  a ruling  from  the  PUCN  until  August 
2010.  Until  that  time,  the  project  proponent  only  has  authorization  to  pursue  what 
is  contained  in  the  2006  IRP.  See  Section  1.5.6  of  the  FEIS. 

The  2009  IRP  presents  NV  Energy’s  proposal  to  build  a 500  kV  transmission  line 
as  presented  in  the  ON  Line  Project  DSEIS  or  a Joint  Build  Project  utilizing  Great 
Basin  Transmission  LLC’s  authorized  ROW.  A discussion  of  the  Joint  Build  option 
has  been  added  to  the  EIS.  The  2009  IRP  does  not  contain  any  information 
regarding  commitment  to  reserve  a specific  amount  of  capacity  on  the  ON  Line 
transmission  line  for  renewable  resources. 

1-4  NV  Energy  is  pursuing  building  a transmission  line  as  a joint  project  with  Great 

Basin  Transmission  LLC,  and  a discussion  of  the  Joint  Build  option  has  been 
added  to  the  FEIS.  In  April  2009,  NV  Energy  made  a proposal  to  Great  Basin 
Transmission  LLC  for  the  joint  development  and  use  of  the  SWIP  500  kV 
transmission  facilities  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor.  The  parties  entered  into  a 
confidentiality  agreement  in  May  2009  and  signed  a Memorandum  of 
Understanding  in  December  2009.  The  Joint  Project  is  subject  to  final  or  definitive 
agreements  between  the  parties  and  approval  by  the  Public  Utilities  Commission 
of  Nevada.  However,  if  the  Joint  Project  does  not  proceed,  there  would  be 
potential  for  the  SWIP-South  (Great  Basin  Transmission)  Line  and  the  ON  Line 
Project  construction  schedules  to  overlap.  If  they  were  to  overlap,  coordination 
between  the  projects  would  be  necessary  to  minimize  disruption  and  disturbance. 
A communication  plan  will  be  included  in  the  Construction,  Operations,  and 
Maintenance  (COM)  Plan. 
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Comment  Letter  #2 

United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

U.  S.  GEOLOGICAL  SURVEY 
Rcston,  VA2GI92 

In  Reply  Refer  To: 

Mail  Stop  423 

DEC  2 2003 

Michael  Dwyer,  Project  Manager 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
702  N.  Industrial  Way 
HC  33  Box  33500 
Ely,  NV  89301 

Subject:  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  ON  Line  Project,  Nevada 
Dear  Mr,  Dwyer: 

As  requested  by  your  correspondence  of  November  11, 2009,  the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  (USGS)  has 
reviewed  the  subject  draft  supplemental  environmental  impact  statement  (DSE1S)  and  offers  the 
following  comments. 

SPECIFIC  COMMENTS 


Section  3.8 3.1  Threatened,  Endangered,  Proposed,  and  Candidate  Species,  pages  3-52 
to  3-72 


For  many  bird  species  listed,  the  DSEIS  states  that  their  suitable  habitat  Is  not  known  or  has  been 
observed  within  the  project  area  during  field  surveys.  It  would  be  beneficial  to  the  public  for  the  final 
supplemental  EIS  to  include  Information  from  the  most  recent  USOS  Breeding  Bird  Survey,  snob  as 
species  status  and  fronds  information,  distribution  and  trend  maps,  and  population  change  analysis  results 
(Sauer  et  a).s  2008).  Based  on  this  additional  Information,  the  impact  assessment  may  need  to  be  revised 
and  additional  mitigation  actions  also  may  be  appropriate. 


The  DSEIS  also  includes  general  statements  about  surveys  conducted  for  other  species  groups,  but,  as 
with  the  bird  species  surveys,  there  are  no  references  cited  nor  supporting  scientific  documentation 
provided  to  support  the  statements.  Information  on  who  conducted  the  surveys,  during  which  season  the 
surveys  were  conducted,  and  the  methodology  utilized  would  improve  the  assessments  In  the  document 
Itls  advisable  to  include  supporting  references  for  all  field  surveys  mentioned  in  the  document. 
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Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  DSEIS,  If  you  have  any  questions 
concerning  our  comments,  please  contact  Gary  Local n,  USGS  Coordinator  for  Environmental  Document 
Reviews,  at  (303)  236-5050  (x229)  or  at  gdiecain@u9gs.gov. 


Sincerely, 

f . Devine 
Senior  Advisor  for  Science  Applications 


Cc;  Vivian  Nolan,  BRD 
EDR,  MS  423 

USGSrBRD:  VNOLAN:LWOOSLEY:bjjohnso:x6832  12/17/09 
C:/worddocs/e(scomments/er09-onimeproject 


7.2.2  Response  to  Comment  Letter  2 

2-1  The  FEIS  was  modified  to  include  a statement  in  Section  3.8.3.4  that  additional 

information  on  migratory  birds  in  the  area,  including  status  and  trend  information 
and  distribution  and  trend  maps  is  available  in  (Sauer  et  al.  2008).  As  stated  in 
Section  4.8.2. 1,  habitat-disturbing  activities  would  only  occur  outside  of  the 
nesting  (includes  brooding/rearing)  season  or  following  a 100%  nesting  survey 
having  negative  results  and/or  placing  the  appropriate  disturbance  buffer 
restrictions  on  active  nests.  Direct  impacts  to  nesting  birds  would  thus  be  avoided. 
Concerning  long-term  habitat  loss,  Tables  4.7-1  and  4.7-4  list  acres  of  proposed 
disturbance  by  vegetative  community,  by  alternative.  Compared  to  acres  of 
suitable  and  adjacent  habitats  of  the  same  type  (see  Table  5.7-1),  these 
disturbances  would  be  insignificant,  resulting  in  negligible  impacts. 

2-2  JBR  conducted  wildlife  surveys  in  spring  2007,  as  well  as  additional  surveys  in 

2009  and  2010.  These  are  cited  in  Section  3.8  of  the  FEIS  as  appropriate.  All 
survey  information,  including  data  sheets,  dates  of  surveys,  survey  methodologies 
if  applicable,  and  surveyor  names,  is  available  in  the  project  record  for  this  project. 
The  project  record  is  available  for  viewing  at  the  Ely  District  Office,  BLM. 
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Comment  Letter  #3 


United  States  Department  of  the  Interior 

FISH  AND  WILDLIFE  SERVICE 

Nevada  Fish  and  Wildlife  Office 
4701  North  Torrey  Pines  Drive 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89130 
Ph:  (702)  515-5230  ~ Fax:  (702)  515-5231 


f UBL  ^ 


January  8,  2010 
File  No.  843 20-2009-F A-0 1 3 6 


Memorandum 


To:  District  Manager,  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Ely  District  Office,  Ely,  Nevada 

From:  State  Supervisor,  Nevada  Fish  and  Wildlife  Office,  Reno,  Nevada 

Subject:  Comments  on  the  Draft  SEIS  for  the  Proposed  One  Nevada  Transmission  Line 

Project  in  White  Pine,  Nye,  Clark,  and  Lincoln  Counties 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s 
(BLM)  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (SEIS)  for  the  proposed  One 
Nevada  Transmission  Line  Project  in  White  Pine,  Nye,  Clark,  and  Lincoln  counties,  Nevada. 

We  understand  the  project  proponent  proposes  to  expand  an  existing  substation  and  construct 
approximately  236  miles  of  a 500-kilovolt  transmission  line,  a substation  and  fiber  optic  line. 

The  transmission  line  would  start  at  a substation  in  White  Pine  County  and  extend  south  through 
Nye  and  Lincoln  counties,  and  terminate  at  a substation  in  Clark  County.  We  have  the  following 
comments  on  the  SEIS: 


Migratory  Birds 


As  noted  in  our  August  28,  2009  letter,  if  land  clearing  or  other  surface  disturbance  associated 
with  this  project  cannot  be  conducted  outside  the  avian  breeding  season,  we  recommend  a 
qualified  biologist  survey  the  area  prior  to  land  clearing  to  avoid  potential  destruction  of  bird 
nests  or  young,  or  birds  that  breed  in  the  area.  If  nests  are  located,  or  if  other  evidence  of  nesting 
(i.e.,  mated  pairs)  is  observed,  a protective  buffer  (size  depending  on  the  species)  should  be 
delineated  and  the  area  avoided  to  prevent  destruction  or  disturbance  to  nests  until  they  are  no 
longer  active.  An  active  bird  nest  should  be  defined  as  a nest  containing  eggs  or  young.  A nest 
is  also  considered  active  if  a mated  pair  is  observed  exhibiting  territorial  defense,  carrying 
nesting  material,  and  transporting  food. 
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For  the  western  burrowing  owl  {Athene  cunicularia  hypugea ),  we  recommend  that  occupied 
nests  are  avoided.  If  this  is  not  possible,  we  recommend  no  less  than  a 250-foot  radius  be  placed 
around  an  active  burrow  (based  on  the  Service’s  burrowing  owl  pamphlet).  Please  review  and 
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incorporate  the  survey  protocol  and  mitigation  guidelines  for  burrowing  owl  available  at 
http://www2  .ucsc.edu/scpbrg/section  1 ,htm. 

There  is  no  discussion  on  the  potential  of  avian  electrocution  from  use  of  transmission  lines.  As 
noted  in  our  August  28,  2009  letter,  possible  impacts  to  migratory  birds  from  transmission  lines 
should  be  analyzed  in  the  SEIS.  We  particularly  note  that  there  is  extensive  raptor  use  of  the 
area  surrounding  Maynard  Lake  adjacent  to  Pahranagat  National  Wildlife  Refuge.  Raptors  are 
especially  susceptible  to  electrocution  from  powerlines.  We  recommend  Avian  Protection  Plan 
Guidelines  be  included  in  the  SEIS  to  minimize  effects  to  avian  species. 

The  following  general  recommendations  would  minimize  possible  impacts  to  migratory  birds 
from  construction  of  new  structures  in  the  Mojave  Desert.  Holes,  gaps,  or  hollow  spaces  in  the 
proposed  facilities  or  structures  could  cause  cavity-nesting  migratory  birds  to  enter  and  become 
entrapped  in  these  spaces;  holes  as  small  as  0.75-inch  in  diameter  could  trap  birds.  Gaps  or 
narrow  open  hollow  spaces  in  the  proposed  facilities  or  structures  should  be  closed  during 
construction  to  prevent  bird  entry.  In  addition,  open-ended  posts  of  any  material  or  color,  used 
to  mark  boundaries  at  construction  sites  should  be  capped;  however,  since  caps  can  deteriorate 
over  time,  use  of  solid  posts  is  preferred.  To  prevent  raptors  and  other  migratory  birds  from 
getting  their  feet  trapped  in  metal  sign  posts,  any  exposed  holes  near  the  top  of  posts  should  be 
filled  with  rivets,  bolts  or  nuts.  These  conservation  measures  for  migratory  birds  should  be 
included  in  the  SEIS. 

Sensitive  Plants 

As  noted  in  our  February  27, 2007,  and  June  1 8, 2007  letters,  we  are  concerned  that  the 
transmission  line  may  impact  a sensitive  plant  species.  Populations  of  the  Meadow  Valley 
sandwort  (Aremria  stenomeres)  may  occur  in  or  near  the  vicinity  of  the  action  area.  We 
recommend  that  BLM  survey  areas  that  may  be  affected  by  the  proposed  action  for  this  plant 
species.  If  the  Meadow  Valley  sandwort  occurs  within  the  action  area,  we  recommend  that 
BLM  redesign  the  project  to  avoid  impacts  to  it.  If  impacts  are  unavoidable,  we  recommend  that 
BLM  minimize  and  provide  commensurate  mitigation  for  project  impacts. 

Desert  Tortoise 


As  noted  in  our  August  28,  2009  letter,  we  are  concerned  that  the  proposed  project  would  impact 
the  federally  listed  desert  tortoise  ( Gopherus  agcissizii ) (Mojave  population)  and  its  habitat.  The 
proposed  project  may  increase  new  sites  for  perches  and  nests  (e.g.,  fence  posts,  power  poles  and 
towers,  signs)  for  the  common  raven  ( Corvus  corax).  Raven  predation  has  been  considered  an 
important  threat  to  the  desert  tortoise  since  its  listing  in  1990.  We  recommend  that  project 
structures  be  designed  to  deter  the  perching  and  nesting  of  ravens  in  desert  tortoise  habitat.  We 
further  recommend  that  ravens  be  monitored  and  managed  during  the  construction  and  operation  of 
the  project  through  the  implementation  of  best  management  practices. 
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We  are  concerned  that  a portion  of  the  transmission  line  would  be  constructed  within  designated 
critical  habitat  for  desert  tortoise.  This  habitat  is  essential  to  the  conservation  of  the  spec  ies  and 
contains  certain  physical  characteristics  requiring  special  management  considerations  or 
protection.  Therefore,  we  recommend  that  BLM  design  the  project  to  avoid  impacts  to  desert 
tortoise  critical  habitat.  If  critical  habitat  cannot  be  avoided,  we  recommend  a redesign  of  the 
project  which  allows  movement  and  gene  flow  throughout  critical  habitat.  Although  fencing 
may  prevent  desert  tortoise  mortality  from  vehicular  encounters,  fencing  creates  a barrier  to 
desert  tortoise  movement,  dispersal,  and  gene  flow.  The  installation  of  culverts  may  allow 
movement  and  gene  flow  underneath  the  road.  Research  on  tortoise  use  of  culverts  has  only 
documented  use  in  culverts  less  than  20  feet  long.  It  is  currently  unknown  whether  or  not 
tortoises  will  use  longer  culverts. 
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We  encourage  BLM  to  use  the  most  current  information  available  for  desert  tortoise.  Based  on 
the  U.S.  Geological  Survey  Model  in  OFR  20091102  (http://pubs.usgs.gOv/of72009/l  102/).  the 
section  7 species  range  of  the  desert  tortoise  in  the  State  of  Nevada  has  been  updated.  The 
Service  used  the  0.3  threshold  as  the  geographic  boundaries.  Our  approved  desert  tortoise 
survey  and  clearance  protocol  has  also  been  updated.  For  the  2009  survey  protocol  see 
http://www.fws.gov/ventura/speciesinfo/protocols_guidelines/docs/dt/DT_Pre- 
project_SurveyProtocol_2009_FieldSeason.pdf.  Our  desert  tortoise  translocation  guidelines  are 
currently  being  revised.  Please  coordinate  with  the  Service  for  updates. 
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As  a reminder,  pursuant  to  section  7 of  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973  (Act),  as  amended 
(16  U.S.C.  1531  et  seq.),  if  BLM  determines  that  the  proposed  action  may  affect  listed  species  or 
designated  critical  habitat,  BLM  must  either  initiate  formal  consultation  or  seek  written 
concurrence  from  the  Service  through  informal  consultation. 
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Pygmy  Rabbit 


We  are  also  concerned  that  the  project  may  affect  the  pygmy  rabbit  ( Brachylagus  idahoensis). 
On  January  8,  2008,  the  Service  published  a substantial  90-day  finding  on  a petition  to  list  the 
pygmy  rabbit  as  threatened  or  endangered  under  the  Act,  thus  initiating  a status  review  of  the 
species.  The  finding  of  this  review  has  not  yet  been  published. 
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We  encourage  you  to  survey  the  proposed  project  area  for  pygmy  rabbits  prior  to  any  ground- 
disturbing  activities  and  communicate  these  results  to  the  Service.  We  recommend  the  use  of  the 
draft  survey  guidelines  developed  for  the  pygmy  rabbit  by  Ulmschneider  et  al  (2004).  A copy 
of  the  guidelines  is  available  upon  request  from  the  Nevada  Fish  and  Wildlife  Office  in  Reno. 


If  pygmy  rabbits  are  present,  we  encourage  scheduling  construction  to  avoid  the  pygmy  rabbit’s 
reproductive  period,  if  possible.  However,  burrows  can  be  used  year-round,  so  construction 
activities  that  impact  burrows  may  impact  populations  year-round.  Establishment  of  at  least  a 
100-foot  buffer  around  areas  where  pygmy  rabbit  sign  (active  and  inactive)  has  been  found  has 
been  suggested  to  agencies  previously  for  other  types  of  projects.  For  any  natal  burrows  found,  a 
200-foot  buffer  should  be  established  and  avoided.  However,  these  distances  are  based  on 
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200-foot  buffer  should  be  established  and  avoided.  However,  these  distances  are  based  on 
buffers  for  kit  fox  (i Vidpes  macro f is)  and  kangaroo  rats  {Dipodomys  spp.)  and  their  burrows  as  it 
related  to  potential  impacts  due  to  seismic  testing  from  shothoies  and  vibe  trucks.  If  avoidance  is 
not  possible,  we  recommend  that  potential  pygmy  rabbit  habitat  adjacent  to  or  close  to  areas  of 
direct  impacts  be  identified  and  considered  for  improvement  for  pygmy  rabbits. 

Impacts  to  Desert  and  Pah  ran  a gat  National  Wildlife  Refuges 

The  Final  Comprehensive  Conservation  Plan/Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  Desert 
National  Wildlife  Refuge  Complex  is  now  available.  Please  ensure  consistency  with  this  plan. 

Maynard  Spring 

This  spring  is  currently  being  evaluated  as  a translocation  site  for  the  Northern  leopard  hog 
( Ratio pipiens).  On  October  28, 2009,  we  reopened  the  public  information  solicitation  period  on 
our  July  1, 2009  initiation  of  status  review  and  90-day  finding  on  a petition  to  list  this  species  as 
threatened  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act.  We  recommend  tlrnt  BLM  design  the  project  to 
avoid  impacts  to  Maynard  Spring.  Conservation  of  species-at-risk  and  their  habitats  may  prevent 
the  need  for  federal  listing. 

Specific  Comments 

Page  2-38,  B.  Migratory  Birds 

• Second  bullet  - Add  the  U.S,  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  (Service)  to  the  last  sentence  ("in 
conjunction  with  the  Seivice  and  BLM"). 

We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  SEIS.  Please  reference  File  No. 
84320-2009-FA-01 36  in  future  correspondence  concerning  this  project.  If  you  have  any 
questions  regarding  this  correspondence,  please  contact  Brian  A,  Novosak  in  the  Nevada  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Office  in  Las  Vegas  at  (702)  515-5230. 


Robert  D.  Williams 

LITERATURE  CITED 


Uiraschneider,  H.,  D.  Hays,  R.  Hadley,  J.  Rachlow,  T.  Forbes,  J.  Himes,  E.  Sequin,  M.  Haworth, 
T.  Katzner,  A.  Kozlowski,  R.  Rauscher  and  P.  Lauridson.  2004.  Surveying  for*  pygmy 
rabbits  ( Brachylagns  idahoensis)  4th  draff.  Bureau  of  Land  Management,  Boise,  Idaho. 
20  pp.  plus  appendices. 
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7.2.3  Response  to  Comment  Letter  3 

3-1  As  stated  in  Section  4.8.2. 1,  habitat-disturbing  activities  would  only  occur  outside 

of  the  nesting  (i.e. .breeding)  season  or  following  a 100%  nesting  survey  having 
negative  results.  For  clarity,  this  section  in  the  FEIS  was  modified  to  include  that  a 
nest  is  also  considered  active  if  a mated  pair  is  observed  exhibiting  territorial 
defense,  carrying  nesting  material,  and  transporting  food. 

3-2  Section  2.7.7,  Western  Burrowing  Owls,  states  that  pre-construction  surveys 

would  be  completed  and  that  nests  would  be  avoided.  For  clarity,  this  section  was 
modified  to  include  that  burrowing  owl  surveys  would  be  conducted  following  the 
California  Burrowing  Owl  Consortium's  survey  protocol  and  that  the  minimum 
buffer  for  burrowing  owl  nests  would  be  250  feet.  Since  burrowing  owls  nest  in 
their  burrows,  if  nesting  and/or  breeding  behavior  is  observed,  a no-disturbance 
buffer  around  the  burrow  itself  would  be  established. 

3-3  Section  4.8.2. 1 discloses  that  collisions  with  and  electrocution  by  power  lines  are 

common.  This  section  also  states  that  in  order  to  minimize  impacts  that  design, 
construction,  operations,  and  maintenance  would  follow  the  Avian  Power  Line 
Interaction  Committee's  Suggested  Practices  for  Avian  Protection  on  Power  Lines: 
The  State  of  the  Art  2006.  Further,  NV  Energy’s  existing  Avian  Protection  Plan 
would  be  fully  implemented. 

3-4  A stipulation  has  been  added  to  Section  4.8.2  (Mitigation,  Migratory  Birds)  of  the 

FEIS  that  requires  NV  Energy  to  monitor  for  migratory  bird  nesting  activities  during 
construction  in  any  holes,  gaps,  or  hollow  spaces  in  proposed  facilities  or 
structures.  If  nesting  activity  is  observed,  measures  such  as  capping  and/or  filling 
gaps  or  hollow  posts  will  be  required.  In  addition,  all  open-ended  posts  would  be 
capped  and  any  holes  towards  the  top  of  a hollow  post  would  be  filled  for  all 
permanent  facilities  and  structures. 

3-5  As  stated  in  Section  2.7.6,  "Site-specific  and  targeted  special  status  plant  surveys 

will  be  conducted  during  the  appropriately  timed  survey  window,  prior  to  final  siting 
of  electric  transmission  line  structures  and  temporary  use  areas.  If  communities  of 
special  status  plant  species  are  present  at  a given  structure  location  or  temporary 
use  area,  all  efforts  to  relocate  that  structure  or  temporary  use  area  will  be  made  to 
avoid  such  plants  to  the  extent  practicable.  If  relocating  a specific  structure  or 
temporary  use  area  is  not  feasible  due  to  operational  constraints  and 
requirements,  the  individuals  and/or  community  of  special  status  plants  to  be 
impacted  will  be  transplanted  to  an  approved  location  through  appropriate  and 
close  coordination  with  the  BLM." 

3-6  Section  4.8.2,  desert  tortoise,  was  modified  to  include  a discussion  on  impacts  to 

tortoises  as  a result  of  increased  perching  sites  available  to  common  ravens. 
Project  design  would  include  structures  that  deter  perching.  Post-construction 
monitoring  for  ravens  and  removal  of  raven  nests  would  be  undertaken  as  part  of 
inspection  and  maintenance  activities  for  this  project.  Also,  an  application  to 
append  current  Biological  Opinions,  which  essentially  is  considered  formal 
consultation  with  the  USFWS,  is  being  prepared  for  this  project  that  analyzes 
potential  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise.  Following  the  approval  of  the  application  to 
append,  all  applicable  mitigation  measures  and  Terms  and  Conditions 
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(i.e. .translocation  activities,  as  needed)  of  existing  Biological  Opinions  would  be 
implemented  and  followed,  which  would  become  part  of  the  Final  COM  Plan. 

3-7  Section  4.8.2  acknowledges  that  tortoise  habitat,  including  designated  critical 

habitat,  would  be  permanently  disturbed/removed.  Also,  an  application  to  append 
current  Biological  Opinions  is  being  prepared  for  this  project  that  analyzes 
potential  impacts  to  the  desert  tortoise.  Following  the  approval  of  the  application  to 
append,  all  applicable  mitigation  measures  and  Terms  and  Conditions  of  existing 
Biological  Opinions  would  be  implemented  and  followed,  which  would  become  part 
of  the  Final  COM  Plan. 

3-8  Comment  noted.  BLM  will  use  the  most  current  information  available  for  the 

desert  tortoise. 

3-9  Comment  noted. 

3-10  Section  4.8.2  acknowledges  that  pygmy  rabbits  could  be  affected  by  construction 

activities. 

3-11  As  stated  in  Section  2.2.2,  SS-43,  "Survey  all  proposed  ground  disturbing 

activities  in  suitable  pygmy  rabbit  habitat  utilizing  the  appropriate  protocol.  Surveys 
will  be  completed  by  a qualified  biologist  approved  by  the  Ely  District  Office." 
These  surveys  will  be  conducted  prior  to  ground  disturbing  activities  and  according 
to  BLM  approved  protocols  and  guidelines. 

3-12  Section  4.8. 2.1  was  modified  to  include  the  following  mitigation  measure:  If 

pygmy  rabbit  areas  are  discovered  during  pre-construction  surveys  or  natal 
burrows  are  found,  new  disturbance  would  not  occur  within  200  feet  of  the  areas, 
as  recommended  by  USFWS  when  feasible.  If  not  feasible,  direct  disturbance  of 
burrows  would  be  avoided  unless  the  burrow  can  be  determined  to  be  inactive. 
This  determination  would  be  made  by  the  BLM  biologist.  In  addition,  as  stated  in 
Section  2.2.2,  WL-4,  all  discretionary  permitted  activities  that  result  in  the  loss  of 
priority  wildlife  habitats  will  be  mitigated  by  improving  2 acres  of  comparable 
habitat  for  every  1 acre  of  lost  habitat  as  determined  on  a project-by-project  basis. 

3-13  The  project  would  avoid  the  Desert  and  Pahranagat  National  Wildlife  Refuges. 

Potential  impacts  associated  with  being  in  proximity  are  discussed  in  Sections  4.8 
and  4.14  and  are  mostly  related  to  noise  and  recreation.  The  project  would  be  in 
compliance  with  the  goals  of  the  Desert  National  Wildlife  Refuge  Complex  Final 
Comprehensive  Conservation  Plan  and  Environmental  Impact  Statement. 

3-14  All  live  waters,  springs,  and  wetlands,  including  Maynard  Springs,  would  be 

avoided. 

3-15  Edit  made. 
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Comment  Letter  #4 


JIM  GIBBONS 
Governor 


STATE  OF  NEVADA 


DEPARTMENT  OF  ADMINISTRATION 
209  E.  Musser  Street,  Room  200 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89701-4298 
(775)  684-0222 
Fax  (775)  684-0260 
http:/  / www.budget.state.nv.us/ 


ANDREW  K.  CLINGER 
Director 


December  30,  2009 
Michael  Dwyer 

US  Department  of  the  Interior 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Ely  District  Office 
HC  33  Box  33500 
702  No.  Industrial  Way 
Ely,  NV  89301-9408 

Re:  SAI  NV  # E2O10-1O4  Reference:  N-82076  2850  (NVLOOOO) 

Project:  DSE1S  for  ON  Line  Project,  500kV  transmission  line,  Ely  to  Las  Vegas 

Dear  Michael  Dwyer: 

Enclosed  are  comments  from  the  agencies  listed  below  regarding  the  above  referenced  document.  Please 
address  these  comments  or  concerns  in  your  final  decision. 

Commission  on  Minerals 
Division  of  Water  Resources 
State  Historic  Preservation  Office 

This  constitutes  the  State  Clearinghouse  review  of  this  proposal  as  per  Executive  Order  12372.  If  you  have 
questions,  please  contact  me  at  (775)  684-021 3. 


From: 

To: 

Subject: 

Date: 


jNqvada„St3ta  ClearinqhgMSb 
Lowell  Price 

E2010-104  DSEIS  for  ON  line  Project,  SOGkV  transmission  line,  Ely  to  Las  Vegas  * Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Monday,  November  23,  2009  2:48:55  PM 


NEVADA  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 

jgj  Department  of  Administration,  Budget  and  Planning  Division 

209  East  Musser  Street,  Room  200,  Carson  City,  Nevada  89701-4298 
(775)  684-0213  Fax  (775)  684-0260 


TRANSMISSION  DATE:  11/23/2009 


Commission  on  Minerals 

Nevada  SAI  # E2010-104 

Project?  DSEIS  for  ON  Line  Project,  SOOkV  transmission  line,  Ely  to  Las 
Vegas 

Follow  the  link  below  to  download  an  Adobe  PDF  document  concerning  the  above- 

mentioned  project 

for  your  review  and  comment. 

E2Q10-1Q4 

Please  evaluate  it  with  respect  to  its  effect  on  your  plans  and  programs;  the 
importance  of  its  contribution  to  state  and/or  local 

areawide  goals  and  objectives;  and  its  accord  with  any  applicable  laws,  orders  or 
regulations  with  which  you  are  familiar. 

Please  submit  your  comments  no  later  than  Tuesday,  December  29,  2009. 


Use  the  space  below  for  short  comments.  If  significant  comments  are  provided, 
please  use  agency  letterhead  and  include  the  Nevada  SAI  number  and  comment 
due  date  for  our  reference. 

Clearinghouse  prQjed;..ar.chlys 

Questions?  Reese  Tietje,  (775)  684-0213  or  ciearinqhouse@state,nv,us 

No  comment  on  this  project  x Proposal  supported  as  written 

AGENCY  COMMENTS:  < 4 ' 1 > 

Excellent  project.  A power  transmission  line  connecting  northern  and 

southern  Nevada  is  definitely  needed. 


Signature: 


Lowell  Price 


Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 


From: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 


Sue  Gilbert 

Wednesday,  December  09,  2009  9:07  AM 
Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 
E2010-104  Copy  of  sent  correspondence 


From:  Robert  K.  Martinez 

Sent:  Tuesday,  December  08,  2009  1:56  PM 

To:  Sue  Gilbert 

Subject:  FW:  DEIS  Cooperating  Agency  Status  - Gateway  South  and  Transwest  Express  Power  Lines 
FYI 


From:  Robert  K.  Martinez 

Sent:  Tuesday,  December  08,  2009  1:48  PM 

To:  Skip  Canfield 

Cc:  Jason  King;  Tracy  Taylor;  Kelvin  Hlckenbottom 

Subject:  RE:  DEIS  Cooperating  Agency  Status  - Gateway  South  and  Transwest  Express  Power  Lines 
Skip, 


Here  are  NDWR's  comments: 

(4-2) 

shall  be  controlled  as  required  in  NRS  § 534,060(3). 

if  there  are  any  questions,  please  contact  me 
Rob 


All  waters  of  the  State  belong  to  the  public  and  may  be  appropriated  for  beneficial  use 
for  the  proposed  project  pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Chapters  533  and  534  of  the  Nevada 
Revised  Statutes  (NRS) , and  not  otherwise.  No  use  of  surface  water  or  groundwater  is  to 
occur  unless  a permit  is  issued  for  such,  or  a waiver  for  groundwater  use  is  granted  by 
this  office.  Any  water  or  monitor  wells,  or  boreholes  that  are  proposed  to  be  drilled 
within  the  described  lands  are  the  ultimate  responsibility  of  the  entity  allowing  the 
drilling  to  occur  and  must  be  plugged  and  abandoned  as  required  in  Chapter  534  of  the 
Nevada  Administrative  Code.  If  artesian  water  is  encountered  in  any  well  or  borehole  it 


Robert  K.  Martinez,  P.E. 

Chief,  Engineering  and  Dam  Safety 
Nevada  Division  of  Water  Resources 
901 S.  Stewart  St.  Ste.  2002 
Carson  City,  NV  89701 

775-684-2844 
775-684-2810  fax 
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From:  Skip  Canfield 

Sent:  Wednesday,  December  02,  2009  11:26  AM 

To:  Allen  Biaggr;  Mike  Eiges;  Leo  Drozdoff;  Dave  Gaskin;  Pete  Anderson;  David  Morrow;  Steve  Weaver;  Jennifer 

Newmark;  Jason  King;  Robert  K.  Martinez;  Tracy  Taylor 

Cc:  Skip  Canfield;  Charlie  Donohue;  Jim  Lawrence;  Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 

Subject:  DEIS  Cooperating  Agency  Status  ~ Gateway  South  and  Transwest  Express  Power  Lines 

Dear  DCNR  Colleagues: 

Allen  Biaggi  has  asked  that  Division  of  State  Lands  be  the  point  of  contact  as  the  "Cooperating  Agency"  for  the 
DEIS  review  process  for  the  two  projects  below.  Cooperating  agency  status  gives  us  an  integral  (elevated)  role  in 
the  development  (review)  of  Environmental  Impact  Statements. 
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/info/nepa/cooperating  agencies.html 

I will  be  participating  in  the  process  and  keeping  the  other  DCNR  agencies  in  the  loop.  While  I realize  you  all 
may  be  commenting  directly  to  the  State  Clearinghouse  on  these  projects,  I would  appreciate  your  comments  as 
well.  (You  may  not  need  to  comment  at  all  if  there  are  no  issues  related  to  your  agency.) 

Here  are  informational  links  to  the  projects  as  well  as  a brief  summary  of  each.  We  are  very  early  in  the  review 
process  and  have  plenty  of  time  to  get  acquainted  with  the  proposals. 

http://www.transwestexpress.net/ 

http://wvia.org/proiects/transmission-proiects/energv-gatewav~south-gws/ 

The  TransWest  Express  (TWE)  Project  was  initially  announced  by  APS  in  2005  with  the 
intent 

to  provide  Arizona  and  other  southwestern  states  access  to  wind,  coal,  and  other  resources  in 
Wyoming.  Following  a period  of  feasibility  studies  and  stakeholder  involvement,  APS  decided 
to  continue  with  further  analysis  of  their  preferred  alternative,  which  is  a bipoie  ±500  kV  HVDC 
(high  voltage  direct  current)  transmission  line,  with  a delivery  capacity  of  3000  MW,  a length  of 
900  to  1300  miles,  and  an  in-service  date  of  2015. 

The  Gateway  South  (GS)  Project  was  announced  by  PacifiCorp  in  2007  to  provide 
transmission 

service  between  Wyoming,  Utah  and  southern  Nevada.  The  GS  Project  was  proposed  to 
consist 

of  two  distinct  AC  transmission  line  segments.  The  northern  segment  was  proposed  as  a 
double 

circuit  500  kV  line  from  eastern  Wyoming  to  central  Utah,  with  a delivery  capacity  of  3000 
megawatts,  a length  of  about  400  miles,  and  an  in-service  date  of  2013.  The  southern  segment 
was  proposed  as  a single  circuit  345  kV  line  from  central  Utah  to  southern  Nevada,  with  a 
delivery  capacity  of  800  MW,  a length  of  about  250  miles,  and  an  in-service  date  of  2012.  A 
companion  and  complementary  project,  the  Gateway  West  Project,  is  being  pursed 
independently 

in  a joint  effort  by  PacifiCorp  and  Idaho  Power.  PacifiCorp  has  been  holding  stakeholder 
meetings 

and  participating  in  regional  planning  reviews  for  these  projects. 


Skip  Canfield,  AICP 
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Rebecca  Palmer 


From; 

Sent: 

To: 

Suited: 


Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 
Monday,  November  23, 2009  2:48  PM 
Rebecca  Palmer 

E201Q-104  DSEIS  for  ON  Line  Project,  5Q0kV  transmission  line,  Ely  to  Las  Vegas  - Bureau  of 
Land  Management 


NEVADA  STATE  CLEARINGHOUSE 

Department  of  Administration,  Budget  end  Planning  Division 
209  East  Musser  Street,  Room  200,  Careon  City,  Nevada  89701-4298 
(775)  584-0213  Fax  (775)  684-0260 


TRANSMISSION  DATE:  11/23/20 09 


State  Historic  Preservation  Office 
Nevada  SAI 8 E2OIO-104 

Project:  DSEIS  for  ON  Line  Project,  500 kV  transmission  line,  Ely  to  Las  Vegas 


Follow  the  link  below  to  download  an  Adobe  PDF  document  concerning  the  above-mentioned  project 
for  your  review  and  comment. 

E201 0-104 

Please  evaluate  it  with  respect  to  its  effect  on  your  plans  and  programs;  the  importance  of  its  contribution  to 
shade;  and/or  local 

areawide  goals  and  objectives;  and  its  accord  with  any  applicable  laws,  orders  or  regulations  with  winch  you  are 
Please  submit  your  comments  no  later  than  Tuesday,  December  29, 2009. 


Use  the  space  below  for  short  eomrneafs.  If  significant  comments  are  provided,  please  use  agency  letterhead 


Clearinghouse  project  archive 


Questions? 


The 


Reese  Tietje,  (775)  684-0213  or  clearipghouse@state.nv.us 


SHPO  reviewed  the  DSEIS  for  the  subject  undertaking  and  notes  that  the  Bureau  of  Land 
Management  intends  to  use 
Center.  The  SHPO  strongly  recommends  that  you : 

'as 


theexisting  agreement  commits  the  agency  to  conduct  inventory  and  treatment  that  is  now  not 
necessary  for  the  current  undertaking  as  described  inthe  DSEIS.  The  SHPO  looks  forward  to 
receiving  a draft  amendment  in  the  near  future.  If  you  have  any  questions  concerning  this 
correspondence,  please  contact  me  by  phone  at  (775)  684-3443  or  by  e-mail  at 
Rebecca.  Paimer@nevad 


(4-3) 


7.2.4  Response  to  Comment  Letter  4 

4-1  Comment  noted. 

4-2  NV  Energy  would  obtain  any  required  permits  and  authorizations  for  the  use  of 

surface  or  groundwater  proposed  under  the  ON  Line  Project.  Bore  holes  proposed 
to  be  drilled  to  acquire  geotechnical  data  for  structure  foundations  would  be 
conducted  within  the  approved  right-of-way  for  the  project.  Bore  holes  would  be 
plugged  and  abandoned  in  accordance  with  Chapter  534  of  the  NAC.  Any  water 
encountered  in  bore  holes  would  be  controlled  as  required  under  NRS  § 
534.060(3). 

4-3  BLM  has  amended  the  Cultural  Resources  Programmatic  Agreement  to  correctly 

reflect  the  ON  Line  Transmission  Project.  Portions  of  the  PA  that  commit  the 
agency  to  inventory  and  treatment  of  cultural  resources  that  is  no  longer  applicable 
have  been  removed.  The  amended  PA  is  in  Appendix  3E  of  the  FEIS. 
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Comment  Letter  #5 


JIM  GIBBONS 


Governor 


STATE  OF  NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT  OP  WILDLIFE 

SOUTHERN  REGION  OFFICE 

4747  Vegas  Drive 
Las  Vegas,  Nevada  89108 
(702)  486-5127  • FAX  (702)  486-51 33 


KENNETH  E.  MAYER 

Director 

RICHARD  L.  HASKINS,  II 

Deputy  Director 


January  6,  2010  * tan# 

s O'  Wa 

W \ NDOW-SR#:  10-178 

£ ^ SAI&E2010-104 

Ms.  Rosemary  Thomas,  District  Manager  CD  ^ ^ 3 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 
Ely  District  Office 
HC  33  Box  33500 

Ely,  NV  89301  — 

X NV 

Re:  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  ON  Line  Project  (DSEIS),  N-82076 

2850  (NVL0000),  BLMNV/EL/ElS-GI-10/01+1793 


Dear  Ms.  Thomas: 


Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  provide  input  on  the  DSEIS.  As  anticipated  the  proposed  Right-of-ways 
(ROWs)  under  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative  are  mostly  coincidental  with  the  approved 
Southwest  Intertie  Project  (SWIP)  corridor.  ROWs  for  both  the  proposed  ON  Line  Project  (NV  Energy) 
and  Southwest  Jntertie  Project  (Great  Basin  Transmission,  LLC)  are  among  those  in  BLM’s  portfolio  of 
Fast-Track  renewable  energy  projects. 


In  review,  DSEIS  preparation  may  have  resulted  in  inadvertent  omission  of  several  considerations  central 
to  ensuring  optimal  impact  avoidance  and  minimization  to  certain  high-profile  wildlife.  Where  alignment 
deviations  from  the  SWIP  corridor  were  involved,  proposed  and  alternative  project  alignments  were 
problematic  in  view  of  common  knowledge  considerations  for  high-profile  species  and  habitats;  or, 
selection  rationale  of  the  alignments  presented  were  elusive  in  view  of  consequences  to  wildlife.  Without 
reasonable  rationale  justifying  otherwise,  the  proposed  project  should  be  confined  to  the  SWIP  energy 
corridor  which  has  undergone  a great  deal  of  previous  environmental  analysis.  We  also  found  the  reliance  I 
on  lattice-based  tower  designs  troubling  relative  to  widespread  conservation  efforts.  A more  innovative  | 
design  approach  for  minimizing  impacts  to  wildlife  would  be  welcomed.  Further,  impacts  discussion  was 
not  obvious  for  addressing  relatively  non-mobile  species  like  kangaroo  mice  (Microdipodops  sp.),  in 
particular  the  Desert  Valley  kangaroo  mouse  which  as  of  December  2009  was  a BLM  sensitive  species. 
Nor  were  the  effects  on  behavior  responses  by  high  priority  wildlife  populations  clearly  discemable. 
Temporary  displacement  was  the  common  theme  and  while  true  for  many  species,  for  others  a more  : 
honest  depiction  of  impacts  was  expected, 
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The  cumulative  effects  chapter  was  found  lacking  substantive  information  for  building  temporal, 
landscape  level  perspectives;  e.g.  were  management  actions  going  to  be  developed,  modified,  or  revised 
(see  2nd  paragraph  on  page  5-41,  for  example)  to  accommodate  for  the  cumulative  effect  of  regional 
anthropogenic  effects  additional  to  other  environmental  factors  (i.e.  wildfire,  climate  change).  Helpful  to 
the  discussion  would  be  assessment  of  cumulative  effects  being  additive  or  synergistic  and  what  this 
means  to  other  efforts  Of  habitat  and  wildfire  area  restoration  and  rehabilitation.  Because  die  present 
DSEIS  is  a statement  of  environmental  impacts  for  a proposed  project  necessary  to  support  other  projects, 
a tangible  interpretation  of  what  regional  impact  thresholds  and  triggers  for  elevating  mitigation 
responses,  if  necessary,  seems  warranted.  Change  in  the  landscape  is  anticipated,  certain  areas  will  be 
truly  temporarily  disturbed  while  others  will  be  irreparably  compromised  from  existing  conditions  as  has 
been  the  case  in  the  transition  and  Mojave  portions  of  the  project  area.  As  a whole,  a sense  of 
commitment  required  to  provide  meaningful  conservation  assurances  in  these  challenging  times  are  not 
Obvious.;;-' 
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Project  Alignment 

Unless  mistaken,  it  is  understood  that  the  first  transmission  proponent  progressing  to  construction  in  the 
SWIP  corridor  will  determine  the  centerline  for  the  respective  ROW.  Subsequent  ROW  approvals  would 
take  into  consideration  location  of  preceding  ROWs  within  the  SWIP  corridor.  We  strongly  request 
consideration  that: 

• Each  additional  utility  ROW  should  spread  out  on  either  side  of  centerline  at  the  appropriate  (federally 
mandated)  distance.  In  other  words,  each  subsequent  project  should  be  constructed  as  close  as  federal 
laws  and  operational  concerns  allow  to  adjacent  projects  to  optimize  efficiency  use  of  space  and 
potential  joint  use  of  access  and  disturbed  areas  within  the  SWIP  corridor, 

• Terrain  or  difficulty  of  construction  within  the  SWIP  corridor  should  not  influence  a utility’s 
installation  because  compromises  to  wildlife  habitats  and  natural  resources  were  already  implied 
by  virtue  of  previous  environmental  analyses. 

• Construction  of  a utility  outside  of  the  SWIP  corridor  will  create  additional  compromises  to 
wildlife  and  habitat  resources  further  complicating  practical  management  for  certain  high- 
profile  species.  Segment  10  of  the  Alternative  Action  is  an  obvious  example  of  what  to  avoid. 
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Tower  Design 

Lattice  structures  may  have  both  beneficial  and  adverse  consequences  depending  on  wildlife  species.  The 
overriding  concern  is  while  lattice  structures  provide  additional  perching  and  nesting  sites  for  certain 
birds,  especially  raptors  and  corvids  (e.g.  raven),  the  un-natural  landscape  addition  of  more  structures  has 
led  to  increases  in  potential  for  line  collisions  by  volant  species  and  a creating  new  predator-prey 
dynamics.  The  latter  has  been  a significant  concern  to  recovery  of  the  desert  tortoise  and  prudent 
management  consideration  for  other  vulnerable  wildlife  like  greater  sage-grouse,  waterfowl,  and  small 
mammals  of  conservation  priority.  Additionally  is  the  additive  effect  of  tower  placements  on  safety 
considerations  for  agency  operations.  While  structures  are  below  FAA  regulation  heights,  safety  in 
performing  low-level  aerial  operations  by  agencies  like  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  potentially 
could  be  affected.  High  visibility  of  tower  structures  along  certain  locations  of  the  corridor  may  minimize 
safety  risk.  Hence: 

• Tubular  tower  design  that  is  more  cost  effective  to  build  and  yet  minimizes  nest  building  and  perching 
by  avian  predators  is  strongly  encouraged.  We  have  been  having  discussion  with  Great  Basin 
Transmission,  another  potential  user  of  the  SWIP  corridor,  who  is  working  oil  a tubular  steel  tower 
design  that  would  reduce  use  by  raptors  and  corvids.  It  is  suggested  that  NV  Energy  may  want  to  " 
contact  Great  Basin  Transmission  to  review  this  design  for  potential  use  oh  the  ON  Line  Project. 

• A tower  design  option  that  satisfies  adverse  wildlife  considerations  should  be  utilized  the  entire  length 
of  the  ON  Line  as  well  as  the  SWIP  projects  thereby  becoming  a best  management  practice  (BMP)  for 
energy  transmission  projects. 
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Taking  advantage  of  opportunities  within  the  SWIP  corridor  for  minimizing  overall  impacts  through  a 
bundling  or  sharing  of  temporary  or  permanent  facilities  (e.g.  construction  access  roads,  lay-down  sites, 
transmission  line  structures)  among  projects  should  result  in  built-in  construction,  operation  and 
environmental  economies. 
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BLM  Sensitive  Species  . 

The  dark  kangaroo  mouse  (M  megacephalus)  and  possibly  pale  kangaroo  mouse  (M.  pallidus)  occur  in 
the  project  area.  Both  species  have  restrictive  habitat  requirements  causing  a patchy  distribution  across 
the  Nevada  landscape.  For  example,  burrow  sites  of  M.  pallidus  are  usually  associated  with  soft, 
windblown  sand  piled  at  the  base  of  shrubs  but  it  is  also  reported  ftom  areas  of  gravelly  soil.  Global 
distribution  of  M pallidus  is  nearly  restricted  to  Nevada  (Hall  1995,  Hafiier  2006).  Both  are  protected 
mammals  (NAC  503.030)1  and  species  of  conservation  priority  in  the  Nevada  Wildlife  Action  Plan2.  A 


1 Online  at:  http://leg.state.nv.us/lawl  .cfm 

2 

Online  at:  hltp://www.ndow.orgAyild/conservation/cwcs/ 
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BLM  sensitive  species  as  of  December  2009,  we  particularly  noted  absence  of  the  Desert  Valley  kangaroo 
mouse  {Microdipodops  megacephalus  albiventer)  from  the  DSEIS.  The  proposed  project  alignment, 
SWIP  corridor,  including  the  proposed  SN WA  Groundwater  Project  alignment,  is  for  all  intents  and 
purposes  coincident  with  the  type  locality  for  this  population  occurring  in  eastern  Dty  Lake  Valley, 
Lincoln  County.  Relevant  to  the  proposed  project,  greater  rigor  in  determining  these  species’  presence 
and  local  habitat,  then  avoidance  of  occupied  habitat  is  strongly  recommended. 


(5-15 
Cent . ) 


Another  example  is  the  suggested  BMPs  and  mitigation  for  greater  sage-grouse.  These  may  be  consistent 
with  the  Ely  RMP,  but  are  not  consistent  with  the  body  of  scientific  literature  previously  provided  to  the 
BLM  recommending  tower  structure  distances  at  minimum  2 miles  from  known  habitats.  The  Nevada 
Department  of  Wildlife  has  been  and  continues  to  go  on  the  record  that  BLM  acknowledge  and 
implement  habitat  avoidance  consistent  with  the  findings  of  the  scientific  community.  Adherence  to  a lA 
mile  buffer  may  create  impacts  that  could  contribute  to  justifying  a need  to  list  the  species  to  provide 
adequate  protection  in  light  of  the  dwindling  population  numbers. 
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The  proposed  project  is  one  of  many  assisting  Nevada  and  the  Nation  in  attaining  energy  portfolio 
objectives  including  support  of  renewable  energy  generation.  However,  the  above  comments  are 
representative  of  many  aspects  of  the  DSEIS  we  strongly  believe  require  re-visiting  in  developing  the 
next  SEIS  draft.  To  that  end,  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  looks  forward  to  contributing  its 
knowledge  and  expertise  in  wildlife  and  habitat  to  the  ON  Line  SEIS.  As  the  Department’s  lead  contact 
for  the  ON  Line  SEIS,  please  contact  me  at  the  Southern  Region  Office  in  Las  Vegas. 


(5-17) 


D.  Bradford  Hardenbrook 
Supervisory  Habitat  Biologist 


702-486-5127x3600 

bhrdnbrk@ndow.org 


SF/SS/DBH:dbh 

Cc:  BLM-NSO 

BLM-SNDO 
NDOW,  Files 

Nevada  State  Clearinghouse 


Selected  References 

Avian  Power  Line  Interaction  Committee  [APL1C].  1996.  Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor  Protection  on 
Powerlines:  The  State-of-the-Art  in  1996.  Edison  Electric  Institute/Raptor  Foundation,  701 
Pennsylvania  Ave.  NW,  Washington,  D.C, 

. 2006.  Suggested  Practices  for  Raptor  Protection  on  Powerlines:  The  State-of-the-Art  in  1996. 
Edison  Electric  Institute/Raptor  Foundation,  701  Pennsylvania  Ave.  NW,  Washington,  D.C. 

__  and  United  States  Fish  & Wildlife  Service  (APLIC  & USFWS).  2005.  Avian  Protection 
Guidelines.  April  2005. 


Thomas,  R.  (NDOW-SR:  10-178) 


4 


January  6, 2010 


Hall,  E.R.  1995.  Mammals  of  Nevada.  Page  395  in  reprint  of  original  1946  edition  from  University  of 
California  Press  with  new  forward  by  Timothy  E.  Lawlor.  University  of  Nevada  Press.  710  pp. 

J.C.  Hafner.  2006.  Molecular  Systematies  of  Phylogeography  of  Kangaroo  Mice,  Genus  Microdipodops: 
Taxonomic  Considerations  and  Implications  for  Conservation  and  Management.  Summary  report 
to  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife,  3 1 July  2006.  8 pp. 


7.2.5 

5-1 


5-2 


5-3 

5-4 


5-5 


5-6 


5-7 

5-8 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  5 

Section  2.2.1. 2 describes  the  proposed  deviations  (four  small  portions  of  Segment 
6C,  Segment  9A,  and  the  southern  portion  of  Segment  11;  see  Figure  2.2-1  b),  of 
the  Proposed  Action  from  the  SWIP  corridor  and  the  rationale  for  those  deviations 
(i.e. , topographical  constraints).  The  wildlife  habitat  and  resources  in  the  areas  that 
deviate  from  the  SWIP  corridor  are  generally  the  same  as  those  within  the  SWIP 
corridor  and  the  impacts  to  all  wildlife  species  are  described  in  Section  4.8. 

NV  Energy  has  recently  evaluated  a tubular  guyed  V-shaped  tower  design  that 
would  likely  replace  the  currently  used  lattice-based  tower  design  in  most  areas  of 
the  project,  as  this  design  provides  a perch  deterrent.  However,  other  tower 
designs  (tubular  three  poles,  tubular  H-frames,  and  lattice  tower)  would  also  be 
utilized  depending  on  constraints  such  as  topography,  angle  points,  and  line 
crossings.  The  final  tower  structure  designs  would  be  described  in  the  COM  Plan 
approved  by  the  BLM.  Potential  predatory  impacts  related  to  new  perching 
features  in  the  project  area  are  addressed  in  the  FEIS  in  Section  4.8. 

Agreed,  the  kangaroo  mouse  ( Microdipodops  sp.)  has  been  added  and  analyzed 
in  the  appropriate  sections  of  the  FEIS. 

Comment  noted.  Temporary  displacement  of  wildlife  would  be  the  main  effect 
from  this  project.  Since  this  project  is  linear  in  nature  with  minor  permanent 
disturbance,  the  majority  of  behavior  impacts  would  be  temporary  during 
construction  when  noise  and  activity  take  place  and  move  in  a linear  direction 
down  the  ROW.  During  operations  and  maintenance  of  the  project,  wildlife  would 
return  to  the  project  area,  impeded  only  by  the  intermittent  tower  locations  where 
habitat  would  no  longer  be  available.  Sections  2.2.2  and  2.7.7  describe 
measures  to  reduce  effects  to  wildlife  from  the  project. 

. To  clarify  the  definition  and  scope  of  cumulative  effects,  applicable  revisions  to 
Chapter  5 have  been  made.  Current  management  actions  are  consistent  with  the 
applicable  RMPs;  to  propose  and  analyze  changes  in  regional  management 
actions  is  not  appropriate  in  this  document. 

The  ON  Line  Project’s  main  purpose  is  to  interconnect  NV  Energy’s  northern  and 
southern  service  areas  for  the  first  time  (see  Section  1.2  and  1.5.6).  This  project 
is  not  being  proposed  to  specifically  support  other  projects,  although  it  would 
provide  the  infrastructure  for  transmission  of  potential  renewable  energy.  Any 
future  projects  will  undergo  their  own  NEPA  process  and  analyze  applicable 
cumulative  effects.  Further,  the  SWIP  and  West  Wide  Energy  Corridor  EISs 
analyzed  cumulative  effects  from  use  of  the  corridor.  All  known  reasonably 
foreseeable  actions  (i.e.,  those  projects  that  an  application  or  Plan  of  Development 
has  been  submitted  or  formal  studies  are  underway)  have  been  assessed. 

Agreed.  This  is  the  intent  for  future  projects  in  the  utility  ROW. 

The  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  was  established  in  the  Ely  and  Las  Vegas  RMPs,  and 
subsequently  a utility  corridor  was  designated  in  the  West-wide  Energy  Corridor 
Programmatic  EIS.  Being  a corridor,  the  associated  environmental  analysis  was 
conducted  on  more  of  a broad  level  than  a project  specific  EIS  attempting  to 
establish  the  best  possible  route.  In  areas  of  difficult  terrain  where  surface  impacts 
would  be  reduced  if  the  ROW  were  relocated  outside  the  designated  corridor, 
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deviations  of  the  project  outside  of  the  utility  corridor  were  considered  and 
evaluated  (see  Section  2.2. 1.2).  The  wildlife  habitat  and  resources  in  the  areas 
that  deviate  from  the  utility  corridor  are  generally  the  same  as  those  within  the 
SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  the  impacts  to  all  resources  are  described  in  Chapter  4. 

5-9  Disagree.  Proposed  deviations  outside  of  the  SWIP  corridor  for  the  Proposed 

Action  alignments  would  not  necessarily  create  additional  compromises  to  wildlife 
and  habitat  resources  as  there  is  not  unique  wildlife  and  habitat  resources  known 
specifically  to  occur  within  the  proposed  deviations.  Some  of  these  deviations 
would  actually  reduce  impacts  while  other  deviations  could  increase  impacts.  See 
Section  4.8  for  specifics  regarding  impacts  to  wildlife  and  habitat  resources.  The 
impact  analyses  will  be  used  to  select  the  Agency  Preferred  Alternative. 

5-10  See  response  to  Letter  5 Comment  2.  Potential  predatory  impacts  related  to  new 

perching  features  in  the  project  area  are  addressed  in  the  FEIS  in  Section  4.8. 

5-1 1 NV  Energy  will  comply  with  all  FAA  permit  requirements  for  project  components 

that  may  present  aviation  risks  (see  Section  2.2.2). 

5-12  See  response  to  Letter  5 Comment  2.  NV  Energy  has  been  working  with  Great 

Basin  Transmission  LLC  on  this  tubular  guyed  V-shaped  design  and  this  design 
would  reduce  the  perching  and  nesting  opportunities  in  comparison  to  lattice 
structures. 

5-13  See  response  to  Letter  5 Comment  2.  Comments  relating  to  other  projects 

besides  the  ON  Line  Project  will  not  be  addressed  in  this  EIS.  Please  refer  to 
those  previous  documents  for  responses  to  your  previous  comments. 

5-14  See  response  to  Letter  1 Comment  4. 

5-15  See  response  to  Letter  5 Comment  3.  The  kangaroo  mouse  ( Microdipodops  sp.) 

has  been  added  to  the  FEIS. 

5-16  The  most  current  BLM  guidance  for  Sage  Grouse  is  Instruction  Memorandum  (IM) 

No.  2010-071.  The  FEIS  has  been  revised/updated  to  include  this  current 
guidance.  IM  2010-071  does  not  specify  buffer  restrictions;  therefore  buffers  as 
directed  by  the  current  RMPs  will  be  implemented.  Management  Actions  SS-40, 
SS-41,  and  SS-42,  from  the  existing  and  approved  Ely  District  RMP,  provide 
additional  management  guidance  for  the  protection  of  sage  grouse  leks.  The  ON 
Line  Project  would  conform  to  national  laws,  agency  policies,  and  BLM-state  or 
statewide  plans  that  are  currently  approved.  Additional  mitigation  measures  to 
protect  sage  grouse  are  described  in  Section  2.7.7,  BLM  will  also  evaluate  other 
ways  to  protect  the  species. 

5-17  BLM  appreciates  NDOW’s  comments  and  is  making  relevant  revisions  for  the 

FEIS. 
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Comment  Letter  #6 


N-4  State  Grazing  Board 

P.O.  Boot  461,  Panaca,  Nevada  89042 
(776)  728-4682 


January  19,  2010 
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Bureau  of  Land  Management 

702  N.  Industrial  Way,  HC  33  Box  33500 

Ely,  Nevada  89301 
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Re:  Comments  Regarding  the  ON  Line  Project  SGIS 
To  Whom  It  May  Concern: 

The  N-4  State  Grazing  Board  (Board)  is  a legal  entity  of  Nevada  State  Government,  organized 
under  NRS  Chapter  568  “Grazing  and  Ranging.”  The  Board  represents  grazing  interests  within 
the  Bureau  of  Land  Management’s  Ely  District  including  White  Pine  and  Lincoln  Counties  as 
well  as  portions  of  Eureka  and  Nye  Counties.  Development  of  a 500  kV  electrical  transmission 
line  know  as  the  ON  Line  Project  may  result  in  impacts  to  the  public  lands  grazing  permittees 
that  this  Board  represents.  The  Board  has  prepared  the  following  comments  per  the  National 
Environmental  Policy  Act. 


Grazing  of  livestock  on  public  lands  is  an  essential  part  of  the  ranching  industry  within  the 
analysis  area.  The  ranching  industry  is  an  integral  piece  of  the  economic  and  traditional  well- 
being of  these  rural  communities.  Public  land  grazing  operations  have  been  perfected  over  the 
years  to  protect  and  maximize  available  vegetative  and  water  resources  through  careful 
management.  Development  of  ON  Line  Project  has  the  potential  to  disturb  grazing  operations, 
impact  range  improvements  such  as  pipelines,  stockwater  developments,  allotment  fencing,  and 
access  roads  during  the  construction  phase,  and  will  result  in  a loss  of  vegetation  and  potential 
degradation  to  surrounding  vegetation  during  the  operations  phase.  As  such,  it  is  critical  that  all 
impacts  be  sufficiently  identified  early  in  the  process  and  mitigation  measures  developed  in  order 
to  avoid  or  minimize  potential  direct  and  indirect  impacts  to  public  lands  grazing  operations. 
Indigenous  knowledge  of  the  affected  permittees  and  familiarity  with  their  grazing  operations  is 
of  paramount  importance  to  this  process. 


The  Draft  BIS  indicates  that  impacts  to  public  lands  grazing  are  negligible.  However,  the  Draft 
EIS  also  indicates  a reduction  of  3 1 8 animal  unit  months  (AUMs)  across  the  27  affected  grazing 
allotments.  The  board  does  not  view  this  as  a negligible  impact,  and  cannot  support  the  project 
unless  this  reduction  is  effectively  mitigated  in  collaboration  with  the  permittees  and  BLM.  To 
that  end,  the  Board  would  request  cooperating  agency  status  in  order  to  help  avoid  and/or 
minimize  impacts  to  ranching  operations. 
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The  Board  believes  this  Project  can  be  conducted  in  such  a manner  that  does  not  require  a 
reduction  in  AUMs.  This  would  truly  result  in  a project  with  negligible  impacts  to  public  lands 
ranching,  and  the  Board  could  be  potentially  supportive.  To  do  so,  the  Project  Proponent  would 
have  to  follow  the  series  of  mitigation  measures  outlined  in  the  attachment  to  this  letter.  The 
Board  also  believes  that  the  mitigation  measures  listed  in  the  Draft  E IS  for  other  resource  areas 
of  this  project  should  apply  to  public  land  ranching  in  that,  “Construction  schedules  will  be 
coordinated  with  permitted  grazing  permittees  to  avoid  conflicts”. 

The  Board  hopes  that  the  above  listed  comments  will  help  to  ensure  the  ON  Line  Project  is 
conducted  in  a manner  that  maintains  the  sustainability  of  grazing  operations  and  the  BLM’s 
multiple  use  mandate  on  public  lands.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  the  Board’s  consultant,  John 
McLain  or  Jeremy  Drew  with  Resource  Concepts,  Inc,  at  775-883-1600  with  any  questions 
regarding  this  letter. 


Jeff  Gardner,  Chairman 
N-4  State  Grazing  Board 


Attachments:  N-4  Grazing  Board  List  of  Mitigation  Measures 

cc:  Governor  Jim  Gibbons 

Nevada  Legislative  Committee  on  Public  Lands 

Senator  Harry  Reid 

Senator  John  Ensign 

Congressman  Dean  Heller 

Congresswoman  Dina  Titus 

Congresswoman  Shelley  Berkley 

Bob  Abbey,  Director,  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Ron  Wenker,  State  Director,  Nevada  BLM 

Rosemary  Thomas,  District  Manager,  Ely  BLM 

Victoria  Barr,  Manager,  Caliente  BLM  Field  Office 

Paul  Mathews,  Chairman,  Lincoln  County  Commission 

Laurie  Carson,  Chairwoman,  White  Pine  County  Commission 

Carl  Pyatt,  Chairman,  Lincoln  County  Regional  Development  Authority 

Ron  Cerri,  Central  Committee,  Nevada  State  Grazing  Boards 

Meghan  Brown,  Nevada  Cattlemen’s  Association 

Jeff  Fontaine,  Nevada  Association  of  Counties 

Nevada  Farm  Bureau  Federation 


Recommended  Mitigation  Actions  During  Construction 


• Coordinate  with  Lincoln  County,  the  N-4  Grazing  Board,  and  effected  permittees  at 
all  stages  of  the  pro  ject: 


o Provide  a copy  of  the  Construction,  Operations,  and  Maintenance  (COM)  Plan 
to  Lincoln  County  and  the  N-4  Grazing  Board  for  a better  understanding  of 
the  project.  Do  the  same  for  any  other  pertinent  project  documents  or 
notifications. 

o Notify  the  County,  Grazing  Board,  and  all  effected  permittees  as  to  the  start 
and  anticipated  end  of  each  phase  of  construction.  Solicit  inputs  in  terms  of 
avoiding,  minimizing,  or  mitigating  impacts  for  each  project  phase, 
o Provide  contact  information  of  Compliance  Inspector  or  other  Project 
Manager  that  can  be  contacted  by  the  County,  Grazing  Board,  or  individual 
permittee  if  a problem  arises. 
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• Maintain  the  integrity  of  all  existing  fencing,  water  sources,  and  other  range 
improvements: 


o Close  all  gates,  do  not  leave  holes  in  existing  fence  when  livestock  are 
present,  and  repair  all  fence  breaches.  Coordinate  directly  with  effected 
permittee  if  breaches  in  existing  fences  cannot  be  avoided, 
o Locate  and  maintain  accessibility  and  functionality  of  all  water  sources,  water 
storage  and  distribution  infrastructure,  and  any  other  range  improvements 
(such  as  corrals,  chutes,  cattle  guards,  etc.)  within  the  project  area.  In  the 
event  that  this  cannot  be  avoided,  coordinate  directly  with  permittee  to 
mitigate  the  impact. 

o Repair  or  replace  any  range  improvement  damaged  due  to  construction 
activity. 


(6-4) 


• Maintain  current  level  of  grazing  in  all  affected  allotments  in  compliance  with 
Lincoln  County’s  goal  of  no  net  loss  of  AUMs  on  public  lands.  If  this  cannot  be 
accomplished  work  with  Lincoln  County,  the  N-4  Grazing  Board,  and  BLM  to 
determine  appropriate  mitigation  for  lost  AUMs  as  a last  resort. 
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• Maintain  public  access  to  public  lands  throughout  the  construction  and  operation 
phase: 

o Provide  temporary  access  or  detours  through  construction  zones, 
o Restore  any  disturbed  road  to  County  Standards  once  construction  is 
completed. 

o Restore  any  trails  or  two-track  roads  to  previous  condition  once  construction 
is  completed. 
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• Provide  wild  land  fire  protection  equipment  near  active  construction  sites.  Minimize 
fire  starts  and  rapidly  revegetate  any  accidental  bum  areas  occurring  as  a result  of  fire 
starts  from  construction  activity. 

• Minimize  construction  disturbance  area  to  the  highest  practical  extent.  Recommend 
using  bright  orange  construction  fence  rather  than  lath  and  flagging  to  delineate  all 
limits  of  disturbance. 

• In  high  traffic  construction  areas  salvage  native  topsoil,  and  minimize  soil  erosion. 
Revegetation  requires  use  of  native  topsoil.  In  areas  where  a high  level  of 
disturbance  is  anticipated,  the  top  6”  of  soil  should  be  removed,  stockpiled,  and 
protected  from  erosion  due  to  wind  or  precipitation.  The  salvaged  topsoil  should  be 
replaced  at  the  conclusion  of  construction  and  used  as  a planting  medium  for 
revegetated  species. 

• Revegetate  all  disturbed  areas  with  a mixture  of  native  AND  non-native  adapted  plant 
species  (at  least  40%  of  the  seed  mix)  that  will  compete  with  invasive  weed  species. 
Provide  temporary  irrigation  if  need  be  to  establish  desired  species. 

o Provide  a copy  of  the  draft  revegetation  plan  to  the  County  and  N-4  Grazing 
Board  for  review. 

• Develop  revegetation  success  standards  prior  land  disturbance,  and  include  a 
mitigation  action  plan  if  standards  aren't  reached. 

• Develop  protocols  for  actively  managing  any  invasive  weed  outbreaks  within  the 
construction  zone.  Actively  monitor  revegetation  areas  for  a minimum  of  5 years 
following  construction  and  implement  invasive  weed  control  in  areas  where  outbreaks 
are  detected. 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  6 

Grazing  impacts  on  public  lands  were  determined  to  be  negligible  due  to  the 
mainly  temporary  nature  of  project  impacts.  As  stated  in  Section  4.9.2  of  the 
DSEIS,  of  the  approximately  3,000,000  acres  of  range  land  within  affected 
allotments,  the  project  would  result  in  less  than  0.01  percent  of  permanent 
disturbance  impacts  within  the  active  allotments.  This  would  be  nominal  and  no 
AUMs  would  be  reduced. 

The  N-4  Grazing  Board  requested,  has  been  asked,  and  has  accepted  cooperating 
agency  status. 

Comment  noted.  No  mitigation  measures  are  proposed  because  impacts  to  AUMs 
would  be  negligible  (see  Section  4.9  of  the  FEIS).  Standard  BLM  Best 
Management  Practices  (BMPs)  would  be  followed.  The  COM  Plan  would  include 
a communication  plan  to  coordinate  the  construction  schedules  with  the  applicable 
grazing  permittees  within  each  allotment  to  avoid  conflicts. 

Comment  noted.  The  COM  Plan  would  be  made  available  to  Lincoln,  Nye,  and 
White  Pine  Counties  and  the  Grazing  Board  and  would  include  applicable  contact 
information.  Notification  of  construction  start/end  dates  would  be  provided  to 
permittees,  the  applicable  County,  and  the  N-4  State  Grazing  Board;  BLM  would 
coordinate  these  schedules  to  minimize  impacts  to  grazing  activities. 

Project  BMPs  in  Appendix  2A  and  any  additional  requirements  BLM  deems 
necessary  to  be  included  in  the  COM  Plan  would  ensure  the  integrity  of  all  existing 
fencing,  water  sources,  and  other  range  improvements.  The  County,  grazing 
board,  and  permittees  would  be  notified  of  start/end  dates  of  construction 

There  is  not  anticipated  to  be  any  permanent  loss  of  AUMs  within  affected 
allotments  within  Lincoln  County. 

Project  BMPs  in  Appendix  2A  and  the  COM  Plan  would  include  applicable 
measures  to  provide  temporary  access  through  construction  zones  and  to  ensure 
restoration  of  disturbed  roads  and/or  trails  used  during  construction. 

BLM  addresses  prevention/protection  of  wild  fires  in  project-specific  COM  Plans 
and  will  do  so  for  this  project  as  well.  Project  BMPs  and  any  additional 
requirements  that  BLM  deems  necessary  to  be  included  in  the  COM  Plan,  to  be 
prepared  specifically  for  this  project,  will  address  prevention  and  protection  of  wild 
land  fire. 

The  project  is  designed  to  minimize  construction  disturbance  to  the  highest 
practical  extent.  The  use  of  bright  orange  fencing  would  actually  create  more 
temporary  impacts  for  livestock  and  wildlife  movement,  in  addition  to  creating  more 
visual  impacts  in  comparison  to  the  use  of  lath  and  flagging  to  delineate  all  limits  of 
disturbance. 

Project  BMP’s  in  Appendix  2A,  which  already  address  many  of  the  concerns 
expressed,  would  be  implemented.  In  addition,  the  COM  Plan  would  provide 
additional  specifics  on  revegetation  activities  and  practices  to  be  implemented 
during  and  after  construction  activities. 
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Project  BMP’s  in  Appendix  2A,  which  already  address  many  of  the  concerns 
expressed,  would  be  implemented.  The  BLM  would  specify  the  content  and 
percentages  of  native  and  non-native  plant  species  in  the  seed  mix  used  for 
revegetation.  In  addition,  the  COM  Plan  would  provide  additional  specifics  on 
revegetation  activities  and  practices  to  be  implemented  during  and  after 
construction  activities.  The  COM  Plan  would  be  provided  to  the  County  and  N-4 
State  Grazing  Board. 

Project  BMP’s  in  Appendix  2A  described  the  release  criteria  and  revegetation 
standards.  In  addition,  they  describe  what  measures  are  to  be  taken  if 
revegetation  standards  are  not  met. 

Both  the  Ely  and  the  Southern  Nevada  District  Offices  of  the  BLM  have  prepared 
Integrated  Weed  Management  plans  for  their  respective  districts  that  provide 
guidance  for  active  integrated  weed  management  programs  using  best 
management  practices  (BMPs).  If  a ROW  authorization  was  granted  for  the  ON 
Line  Project,  the  Ely  District  Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  (BLM  2009b)  and 
the  Las  Vegas  Weed  Management  Plan  (BLM  2006)  would  be  enforced  for  the  ON 
Line  Project.  As  outlined  in  both  plans,  areas  with  a moderate  risk  rating  would  be 
monitored  for  at  least  3 consecutive  years  and  areas  with  a high  risk  rating  would 
be  monitored  for  at  least  5 consecutive  years. 
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Comment  Letter  #7 


Laurie  L.  Carson,  Commissioner 
Robin  Be%  Commissioner 
Richard  Carney,  Commissioner 
ReLeane  Makley,  Commt&s&toner 
Gary  Perea,  Commissioner 

JeArn  Mobfia,  Bx-Officfo  Clark  oim  Board 
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953  Campion  Street 
Ely  Nevada  89301 
(775)  28&8B48  or 
(775)  SS9SD6G 
Fax  (775)  369-6860 


December  7, 2009 


One  Nevada  Transmission  Line  (ON  Line)  SEIS 
Bureau,  of  Laud  Management 
702  NJfndustrial  Way. ........ 

HC  33,  Box  33500 
Ely,  NV  89301 

Attention:  Michael  Dwyer,  SEIS  Prqject  Manager 
Dear  Mr.  Dwyer: 

The  White  Pine  County  Commission  is  pleased  to  provide  Its  comments  on  the  Draft 
Supplemental  EIS  for  the  One  Nevada  Transmission  Line  (ON  Line  Project).  The 
Commission  supports  the  ON  Line  Project  beoause  it  will  benefit  renewable  energy 
projects  proposed  fbr  eastern  Nevada,  it  will  generate  jobs  and  business  activity  during 
construction,  end  it  will  provide  a source  of  tax  revenue  for  the  area.  We  hope  our 
comments  and  concerns  as  a Cooperating  Agency  will  be  beneficial  in  evaluating  the 
Draft  Supplemental  EIS  and  strengthening  the  document  released  as  the  Final 
Supplemental  EIS. 

If  you  have  any  questions  regarding  White  Pine  County’s  comments,  please  don’t 
hesitate  to  contact  me  or  our  Community  and  Economic  Development  Coordinator, 
Karen  Rajala,  at  775-289-30 65. 

Thank  you.  ••• , ■ * *** 


Sincerely, 


fiViftirypan 
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comments 

EXS,  O^LI^P^OJEC^ 


Chapterl,  Introduction-Purpose  and  Need! 

Section  L3.2,  Page  I-2:  The  Proponent's  statements  of  Purpose  and  Ne«4  should  be 
consistent  The  Statement  of  the  Proponent’s  Purpose  places  first  priorityion  connecting 
the  resources  of  NV  Energy  north  and  south.  Page  14  The  Statement  of  tj be  Proponent’s 
Need  for  the  project  says  that  the  purpose  of  the  project  is  to  provide  bettor  access  to  the 
state’s  renewable  energy  resources  and  to  ensure  “...long  term  reliability  end  assurance 
of  supply  through  construction  of  new  transmission. 


SectkmU  3.Ea^  1 ,12-1  lists  local  permits.  The  White  Consty--*-*-  - — 

building  permit  should  be  included. 


Section  .2.1 . paee  24 . It  is  difficult  for  the  general  public  to  understand  what  the  Action 
Alternative  is  because  it  is  defined  in  terms  of  the  Action  Alternative  fjrom  the  DEIS  tor 
the  Ely  Energy  Center,  The  description  given  in  Table  2.1,1  should  be  included  in  the 
text, 

Section  2.3-26  through  2-31:  The  Alternatives  Considered  section  does  not  list  any  other 
options  than  construction  of  a 500  kV  fine  mostly  within  the  SWIP  corridor.  There 
should  be  discussion  about  other  types  of  options  considered  or  an  explanation  of  why 
there  are  no  other  potential  alternatives  to  show  that  a reasonable  range  of  alternatives 
was  considered. 

Section  2.7.7.  Pape  2-37.  Gila  Monster,  first  bullet  point,  fourth  line,  typographical  error, 
Despite  (the  fact)  that  a Gila  Monster, , . 

Chapter^  Affected  Environment: 

Section  3.2.  Page  3-1.  Area  of  Analysis,  identifies  the  Area  of  Analysis  as  the  area 
immediately  surrounding  the  portion  of  the  SWIP  Corridor  that  will  house  the  NV 
Energy  transmission  line.  Potential  Indirect  Impacts  should  include  the  service  area  for 
NV  Energy  because  the  ability  to  transfer  power  north  and  south  may  have  an  impact  on 
power  availability  and  rates  that  could  impact  economic  activity.  The  area  of  analysis 
should  be  sufficient  fd  allow  analysis  of  this  potential  indirect  impact. 

Section  3. 12.3.1.  Land  Use  Plans,  Page  3*90,  The  discussion  of  the  2005  White  Pine 
County,  should  include  the  feet  that  the  County  established  corridors  for  industrial 
development,  transmission,  and  renewable  energy  development  that  encompass  the  SWIP 
corridor. 
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Seq.tiOfl3.13,  Special  Designations:  Thble  3.13-1,  page  3-97:  The  acreage  of  the  Cleve 
Creek/Baldy  RNA  should  be  inserted, 

SectiQn_3.l4«  Recreation,  Page  3^1 10:  The  disousslons  on  Land  Use  Bass  and 
Recreation  should  the  White  Pine  County  Open  Space  Plan  recoxmnendati dus  regarding 
Open  Space  and  recreation  in  the  Urban  Interface  Area  which  includes  Steptoe  Valley 
north  of  McGill  to  Mattier  Creek,  west  Into  Smith  Valley,  east  into  Duck  Creek  Basin, 
and  south  through  Steptoe  Valley  to  Conners  Pass  as  well  as  the  areas  surrounding  Lund 
and  Preston. 

Sectional  7,  Socio-Economics:  The  analysis  is  based  on  the  data  that  were  current  at  the 
time  the  document  was  written.  Not  all  sources  of  data  available  at  the  time  the 

documentwas  vvrittonjwer^ncli^d  in  the  analysis  and  there  are  seme  fhctotaihaj 

should  be  updated  because  the  data  were  collected  for  die  DEIS  for  the  Ely  Energy 
Center  in  2006  and  do  not  accurately  reflect  the  current  conditions  that  could  be  impacted 
by  construction  of  the  On  Line  Project. 

• Section  3.17.3,6,  Housmg.oaae  3-143:  The  discussion  and  charts  on  housing 
vacancy  rates  are  taken  from  the  2000  census  and  reflect  the  housing  situation 
immediately  following  BHFs  closure  of  the  Robinson  Mine.  The  Assessor’s 
housing  unit  data,  State  Demographer’s  population  data,  and  the  State  Department 
of  Employment  Security  workforce  data  all  provide  indicators  of  the  increased 
pressure  on  affordable  housing  because  the  Robinson  Mine  is  at  almost  foil 
employment.  The  pressure  on  affordable  housing  impacts  rental  bousing 
available  and  is  pertinent  to  the  discussion  on  impacts  from,  construction  of  the 
transmission  tine. 

* Section  3.17.3.7;  Community  Services.  Water  Supply,  page  3447*  The  section 
indicates  that  the  City  of  Ely  has  substantial  water  available  to  accommodate 
current  and  future  needs.  In  the  past  year,  the  City  has  experienced  significant 
water  shortages,  the  production  levels  for  Murry  Springs  dropped  dramatically, 
and  the  City  has  had  to  Impose  water  restrictions  more  stringent  than  those  in 
place  in  southern  Nevada.  Although  this  has  occurred  since  the  draft  was  in 
progress  it  might  be  worth  noting  m sa  addendum  because  it  does  impact  the 
water  resources  the  City  of  Ely  has  available  to  support  growth. 

« Section  3.17.8.  LooaLGovemment  Finance,  page  3_rl.5Dj  The  discussion  on  Sales 
Tax  is  out  of  date  because  the  collection  of  the  “swimming  poor  tax  has  been 
suspended  and  the  2009  State  Legislature  amended  the  language  of  the  legislation 
to  allow  tax  revenues  to  be  used  to  assist  with  construction.  The  additional  sales 
tax  rate  due  to  the  County’s  Severe  Financial  Emergency  has  been  rescinded. 

These  changes  have  occurred  since  the  Draft  EIS  was  in  progress  but  may  be 
worth  noting  because  they  impact  the  revenues  anticipated  from  the  project 

Sectkm.3JLR.4. 1 . Environmenral  Justice.  Minority  Communities:  The  data  on  the 
minority  populations  in  the  County  are  taken  from  the  2000  Census.  It  might  be  helpfol 
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to  note  that  the  population  used  for  the  Census  includes  the  inmate  population  which  in 
White  Fine  County  is  significant  due  to  the  location  of  a men’s  maximum  security  prison 
and  a men’s  ntiinmum  security  conservation  camp.  The  inclusion  of  the  inmate 
population  impacts  the  population  distribution  by  racial  and  ethnic  background  as  well  as 
the  percentage  of  male  and  female  residents. 


{7-14 
Cont . ) 


Chapter  4L.EnvhropmentelCcinscquences: 

Section  4.fL  Page  4-49  through  4-56:  Range  Resources:  The  discussion  on  range 
resources  is  focused  on  acres  of  disturbance,  both  temporary  and  permanent  and  does  not 
address  the  specific  impacts  construction  and  maintenance  activity  may  have  on  ranchers 
at  specific  limes,  For  example,  leaving  a gate  open  can  cause  a hardship  on  the  rancher. 
It  is  importsnt-to  acknowledge  -the  potential  for  this  type  of  impact-  and  to-devefop — — 
management  practices  to  ensure  adequate  communication  between  ranchers  using  the 
range  and  the  construction  and  maintenance  crews. 

Seotioa  4. 12. 4:_  Land  Use.  Page  4-6 7.  Construction:  The  FAA  should  bo  consulted  and 
their  concerns  addressed  in  the  FEIS. 


{7-15} 
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Section  4.13,2;  Special  Designated  Areas;  Pago  4-7L  States  that  there  is  ^ prevailing 
wind  data  available.  While  there  may  not  be  specific  studies  to  provide  prevailing  wind 
data  for  each  Special  Designated  Area,  there  is  a significant  amount  of  wind  data 
available  through  NOAA  and  other  entities  that  could  provide  a reasonable  estimate. 
This  would  be  more  accurate  than  the  statement  that  no  date  is  available. 


Section  4.  i 7.3 : Page  4-9 1 . Fiscal  Impacts;  The  discussion  does  not  include  potential 
increase  in  fuel  tax  revenues  due  to  the  construction  and  additional  traffic  in  the  area. 
There  are  provisions  in  state  law  that  impact  tire  amount  of  W tax  revenue  generated  for 
large  construction  projects  but  this  should  still  be  discussed. 


Chaster  4:  The  potential  for  increased  ATV  use  due  to  the  new  roads  is  not  discussed  in 
vegetation,  recreation,  or  transportation  sections. 
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Chapter  frCmnuktive  Impacts: 

The  Public  Lands  Bills  in  Lincoln  and  White  Pine  Counties  should  be  considered  as  past 
actions  that  could  impact  potential  public  lend  use  through  the  designation  of  wilderness 
areas  and  the  provisions  for  land  disposals.  Urey  should  be  discussed  either  as  a 
cumulative  impact  or  that  they  wore  considered  as  a potential  cumulative  impact  and  why 
they  were  not  included. 

SectionJL2A  Page  5-1 6,  Third  paragraph.  The  one  sentence  paragraph  is  awkward  and 
confusing.  It  implies  that  the  entities  have  changed  rather  than  the  ownership  of  the 
permitted  right  of  way  through,  the  SWIP  corridor.  Idaho  Power  secured  the  permitted 
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right  of  way  within  the  S W1F  corridor  and  sold  its  rights  to  the  use  of  the  right  of  way  to 
White  Fine  Energy  Associates.  White  Fine  Energy  Associates  created  Great  Basin 
Transmission  LLC  and  transferred  the  permitted  right  of  way  to  the  new  entity  for  the 
purpose  of  developing  the  transmission  line. 


Section  $.6.3,  Air  Quality.  Pace  S-26.  First  paragraph,  discusses  the  history  of  the  S02 
non-attainment  status  for  north  Steptoe  Valley  but  does  not  include  the  foot  that  the  S02 
non-attainment  status  was  dropped  by  the  EPA  in  2006. 


Sectiofl_5jSJLFage5«30r  first  paragraph  indicates  that  emissions  from  commercial  traffic, 
occupied  buildings,  etc.  are  concentrated  in  cities  including  Ploche  and  CsJiente  but  does 
not  mention  Ely.  Is  there  a reason  why  Ely  was  omitted? 


Section  5.0,  Wildlife.  Agriculture,  Forestry  and  Similar  Surface  Disturbance,  page  S- 
41.  indicates  (hat  8.7  percent  of  the  CEA  was  burned  in  2005,  It  would  be  good  to 
explain  if  this  is  the  average  for  the  area,  if  it  is  due  to  controlled  bums,  ox  is  it  due  to  an 
unusually  large  fire. 


Section  M,4.  Range  Resources:  Page  5-53  discusses  Impacts  due  to  increased  human 
population  including  increased  vehicular  use  and  the  relationship  to  the  spread  of  noxious 
weeds.  There  should  be  discussion  that  differentiates  the  potential  for  the  spread  of 
noxious  weeds  from  vehicular  travel  on  roads  and  versus  ATWOfFRoad  use. 


Section  5,12.4.  Community  Development.  Notes  the  development  of  Coyote  Springs 
deviates  from  the  other  surrounding  and  historic  land  uses  in  the  area  but  is  consistent 
with  the  development  plans  for  Clark  County.  Since  Coyote  Springs  is  located  in  both 
Clark  and  Lincoln  County.  Why  doesn’t  the  statement  indicate  if  it  is  consistent  with  the 
development  plans  for  Lincoln  County. 

Section  5.17.5.  Face  5-81.  Sinoe  the  draft  was  written,  SNWA  has  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  White  Pine  County  to  make  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  on  the  Spring 
Valley  Ranchos. 


{7-21 
Cont . 

(7-22) 

(1-23) 

(7-24) 

(7-25) 

(7-26) 

(7-27) 


7.2.7 

7-1 

7-2 

7-3 

7-4 

7-5 

7-6 

7-7 

7-8 

7-9 

7-10 

7-11 

7-12 

7-13 

7-14 

7-15 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  7 

NV  Energy’s  primary  objective  for  the  ON  Line  Project  is  to  connect  the  northern 
and  southern  electrical  systems.  However,  this  is  not  the  only  objective.  See 
Sections  1.4  and  1.5.6  for  further  information  regarding  the  proponent’s  project 
objectives. 

White  Pine  County  building  permit  was  added  to  Table  1.9-1  of  the  FEIS. 

The  Action  Alternative  consists  of  an  alternative  transmission  route  located 
approximately  1,800  feet  east  of  the  Proposed  Action  route.  Description  clarified 
in  Section  2.1,  as  requested. 

Section  2.5,  Alternatives  Considered  but  Eliminated,  has  been  expanded  to 
provide  more  detailed  information  regarding  other  alternatives  considered,  but 
eliminated  from  further  analysis  due  to  various  reasons. 

The  typographical  error  was  corrected  in  Section  2.7.7, 

The  area  of  analysis  for  direct  impacts,  indirect  impacts,  and  cumulative  impacts 
for  each  resource  varied  depending  upon  the  resource  characteristics.  The  ability 
to  transfer  power  between  the  north  and  south  service  territories,  and  the 
associated  power  availability  and  rate  changes,  would  fall  under  Socioeconomics. 
See  Sections  3.17  and  4.17  in  general  and  Section  3.17.3.9  regarding  the 
Western  Electric  Coordinating  Council  Reporting  Areas. 

A sentence  regarding  established  utility  corridors  in  the  White  Pine  County  Land 
Use  Plan  was  added  in  Section  3.12.3.1. 

Acreage  for  the  Cleve  Creek/Baldy  RNA  was  added  to  Table  3.13-1. 

Information  regarding  the  White  Pine  County  Open  Space  Plan  has  been  included 
in  Section  3.14.3.2,  as  requested. 

Current  data  available  (Bureau  of  the  Census,  NDWR,  White  Pine  County,  Nevada 
State  Demographers  Office)  for  socioeconomics  (such  as  housing,  water  supply, 
local  government  finances)  was  reviewed  and  applicable  portions  of  Section  3.17 
of  the  FEIS  were  revised,  accordingly. 

Suggested  data  sources  for  housing  demographics  (Section  3.17.3.6)  were 
reviewed  and  applicable  revisions  to  this  section  were  made. 

Updated  information  on  recent  water  shortages  in  the  City  of  Ely  were  added  to 

Section  3.17.3.7. 

Current  and  updated  information  regarding  local  government  finances  was 
reviewed  and  the  applicable  portions  of  Section  3.17.8  were  revised,  accordingly. 

Additional  information  has  been  added  to  this  section  of  EJ  that  discusses  the 
inmate  population  in  White  Pine  County  and  how  that  affects  population 
demographics. 

The  COM  Plan  would  include  a communication  plan  to  coordinate  the  construction 
schedules  with  the  applicable  grazing  permittees  within  each  allotment  to  avoid 
conflicts.  In  addition,  the  COM  Plan  would  also  address  future  maintenance 
schedules  and  coordination. 
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As  stated  in  Section  2.2.2,  NV  Energy  would  comply  with  FAA  permit 
requirements  for  this  project. 

Wind  data  was  added  to  Section  4.13.2. 

After  crude  oil  costs,  taxes  are  the  second  largest  contributor  to  the  price  of  fuel 
paid  at  the  pump  (http://www.nevadagasprices.com/Tax_lnfo.aspx).  There  would 
be  a potential  increase  in  fuel  tax  revenue  due  to  construction  and  associated 
increase  in  traffic  in  the  area.  Fuel  tax  revenue  in  Nevada  is  regulated  under  NRS 
§ 360A.  Additional  text  has  been  added  to  Section  4.17.2  of  the  FEIS,  under 
Fiscal  Impacts. 

The  potential  for  increased  ATV  (OHV)  use  is  discussed  in  Vegetation  on  page  4- 
28  and  under  Recreation  on  page  4-76  of  the  DSEIS.  Additional  text  was  added 
under  vegetation  in  Section  4.7.2.  Data  regarding  potential  for  increased  ATV  use 
has  been  added  to  transportation,  Section  4.20.2. 

Public  lands  bills  for  Lincoln  and  White  Pine  Counties  have  been  added  to  Section 
5.2.3,  Past  and  Present  Disturbances. 

This  paragraph  in  Section  5.2.4  regarding  the  history  and  current  status  of  the 
authorized  SWIP  Transmission  Line  ROW  has  been  revised  and  clarified. 

The  paragraph  does  indicate  the  current  status  of  McGill  and  Steptoe  Valley  to  be 
in  attainment  for  all  ambient  air  quality  standards  including  S02.  However,  another 
sentence  has  been  added  to  clarify  this  in  Section  5.6.3. 

This  was  an  oversight.  Text  has  been  revised  to  include  Ely. 

As  stated  Table  5.1-2,  the  total  acres  burned  within  the  CEA  was  83,267  based 
upon  data  available  for  the  past  9 years.  Approximately  68,000  acres  of  those 
burned  acres  resulted  presumably  from  a wildfire  in  2005. 

The  paragraph  in  Section  5.9.4  has  been  modified  to  provide  clarification  on  off- 
road vehicular  use  in  regards  to  the  spread  of  noxious  weeds. 

Lincoln  County  was  added  to  the  discussion  in  Section  5.12.4  regarding 
community  development  and  county  plans. 

This  paragraph  in  Section  5.17.5  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  agreement 
between  SNWA  and  White  Pine  County  regarding  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  on 
the  Spring  Valley  Ranches  property. 
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(Boarcf  of  County  Commissioners 

LincoCn  County,  Nevada  comment  Letter  #e 

P.O.  Box  90  - Pioche.  Nevada  89043 
Telephone  (775)  962-5390 
Fax  (775)  962-5180 


BOARD  OF  TRUSTEES 
Paul  Mathews,  Chair 
Bill  Lloyd,  Vice  Chair 
Ronda  Hombeek 
George  T,  Rowe 
£d  Hfgbee 


DISTRICT  ATTORNEY 
Gregory  3.  Barlow 

COUNTY  CLERK 
Lisa  C,  Lloyd 


December  28, 2009 

ON  Line  Project  SEIS 

Attn:  Michael  Dwyer,  EIS  Project  Manager 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

702  N.  Industrial  Way 

HC33,  Box  33500 

Ely,  NV  89301 

Re:  Lincoln  County  Comments  to  the  ON  Line  Project  SEIS 
Mr.  Dwyer: 

The  social  and  economic  wellbeing  of  Lincoln  County  (County)  is  directly  tied  to  the  vast  amount  of 
public  lands  within  tire  County.  Therefore,  the  County  is  extremely  interested  in  all  large-scale  projects 
on  public  lands  including  NV  Energy’s  proposed  ON  Line  Project  (Project).  This  particular  Project  has 
the  potential  to  result  in  significant  positive  and  in  some  instances  negative  impacts  on  the  County  both  in 
the  short  and  long  terms.  As  such,  Lincoln  County  formally  requests  cooperating  agency  status  for  this 
Project. 

The  County  has  some  concerns  regarding  potential  negative  impacts  of  the  project  on  existing  County 
Infrastructure,  natural  resources  and  existing  land  uses.  The  attached  issue-specific  comments  address 
those  concerns.  On  the  other  hand,  tills  Project  will  provide  economic  benefit  to  the  County  particularly 
during  the  construction  phase,  including  possible  energy  development  to  service  the  proposed  line. 
Completion  of  the  Project  will  also  provide  infrastructure  for  fiiture  energy  development,  particularly  as  it 
relates  to  renewable  energy. 

The  County  would  like  to  see  this  Project  move  forward  providing  It  does  so  In  a manner  that  sustains  the 
natural  resources  and  public  land  uses  that  the  County  relies  so  heavily  upon. 


Thank  you, 

Paul  Mathews,  Chairman 
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1.  issue  Specific  Comments  to  the  ON  Hue  Protect  $EI$ 


Alignment: 


The  following  sections  of  the  proposed  project  are  at  least  partly  within  Lincoln  County: 
Segment  8 (southern  portion),  Segments  9 A-D,  Segment  10  and  Segment  1 i (northern  portion). 
The  County  understands  that  there  are  some  safety  concerns  associated  with  the  topography  and 
proximity  of  Segment  9C  to  existing  infrastructure.  As  such,  the  SEIS  proposed  several 
alternative  alignments.  Segment  9A  would  deviate  from  the  S WTP  Corridor  westerly  at  the 
southern  end  of  Delamar  Valley  to  avoid  the  topographic  area  of  concern.  Segment  10  would 
deviate  from  the  S WIP  Corridor  near,  the  middle  of  Delamar  Valley  and  track  southeast  to  Kane 
Springs  Valley  where  it  would  join  into  and  follow  the  LCCRDA  Corridor  back  to  the  SWIP 
Corridor  near  Coyote  Springs. 


At  this  time,  Lincoln  County  supports  the  alternate  routing  that  includes  segments  9B,  9C,  and 
9A.  Despite  safety  concerns,  the  County  supports  staying  within  the  SWIP  Corridor  that  was 
developed  with  extensive  comment  as  part  of  the  Ely  RMP.  In  addition,  Lincoln  County  has 
been  working  diligently  with  the  BLM  and  grazing  permittees  in  identifying  potential  solar 
energy  study  areas  as  part  of  the  Solar  PEIS  that  is  currently  being  developed.  Segment  9C 
would  run  directly  through  a portion  of  the  Delamar  Valley  Study  Area  that  has  been  proposed 
by  Lincoln  County,  while  Segment  9A  would  miss  this  area  and  run  outside  of  the  Lincoln 
County  proposed  solar  study  area  as  well  as  the  BLM  identified  solar  potential  areas. 


(8-1) 

(8-2) 


1.1  BLM  Rights  of  Way  and  Construction,  Operations  and  Maintenance  Plan 


The  County  would  like  an  opportunity  to  be  involved  in  the  Right  of  Way  process  tor  all 
temporary  and  permanent  facilities.  The  County  would  also  like  an  opportunity  to  be  involved  in 
review  and  comment  on  the  Construction,  Maintenance  and  Operations  (COM)  Plan.  Both  of 
these  processes  are  important  to  the  County,  and  our  staff.  Commissioners  and  contract 
specialists  can  provided  helpful  insight  for  minimizing  potential  negative  impacts  during 
construction  of  the  Project. 


(8-3) 


1.2  Water  Resources 


The  SEIS  indicates  that  there  will  be  negligible  impacts  to  groundwater  resources.  However, 
there  is  likely  a need  for  a fair  amount  of  water  for  both  construction  and  operation  processes, 
such  as  dust  control,  fire  suppression,  road  rehab  and  maintenance  for  this  Project.  Where  will 
water  for  these  essential  services  come  from? 


(8-4) 


1.3  Soils 


The  SEIS  indicates  that  the  contractor  will  be  required  to  salvage  topsoil  in  areas  of  heavy 
disturbance.  The  topsoil  will  be  used  as  growth  medium  for  restoration  of  disturbed  areas.  The 
County  fuliy  supports  this  approach,  and  would  emphasize  the  need  to  protect  stockpiles  from 
erosion  as  a result  of  wind  and/or  precipitation,  and  also  from  establishing  invasive  species  while 
stockpiled  for  post  construction  revegetation. 


} A Vegetation 
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The  SEIS  indicates  that  the  COM  Plan  will  include  a “Restoration  Plan”  for  all  disturbed  areas. 
Restoration  implies  establishment  of  the  identical  plant  community  that  existed  pre-construction. 
This  is  virtually  impossible  and  thus  “site  reclamation”  would  be  more  appropriate.  The  County 
supports  this  approach,  and  requests  the  following  stipulations  to  be  added: 

• Mandate  the  use  of  both  native  and  adapted  plant  species  in  an  effort  to  minimize  ( 

establishment  of  invasive  weeds  and  to  better  ensure  stand  establishment. 

• Allow  County  specialists  to  review  and  comment  on  the  proposed  Restoration  Plan 

• Require  the  Contractor  to  bond  or  pay  for  all  restoratf  on/reclamation  efforts,  including 
any  areas  that  are  disturbed  outside  of  the  designated  disturbance  limits 

The  SEIS  discusses  delineating  all  limits  of  disturbance  with  painted  lath  and  flagging  placed  at 
200-400’  increments.  The  County  does  not  support  this  approach  and  would  recommend  much  1 

more  clearly  defined  limits.  Ideally  the  use  of  bright  orange  construction  fencing  would  be  the 
recommended  approach. 

The  SEIS  discusses  minimizing  disturbances  in  white  sage  areas  by  locating  temporary 
infrastructure  areas  at  least  a half  mile  away  from  white  sage  dominated  sites.  The  County  fully 
supports  this  approach,  and  would  even  recommend  limiting  access  road  widths  and  disturbance 
areas  to  the  full  practical  extent  in  these  areas.  Reestablishing  white  sage  is  a most  challenging 
and  arduous  task  as  reported  by  the  USDA-ARS  researchers. 

Noxious  cmd  Non-native  Weeds 

The  SEIS  indicates  that  the  COM  Plan  will  include  a “Noxious  and  Non-native  Weeds 
Management  Plan”  for  the  project  area.  The  County  supports  this  approach,  but  requests  the 
following  stipulations  to  be  added: 

• Mandate  the  use  of  both  native  and  adapted  plant  species  in  an  effort  to  better  compete 

with  and  minimize  establishment  of  invasive  weeds  { 

• Allow  County  specialists,  including  the  Tri-County  Weed  District,  to  review  and 
comment  on  the  Management  Plan 

• Require  the  project  proprietor  to  bond  or  pay  for  all  management  actions  required  during 
the  life  of  the  project 

• Integrate  the  Tri-County  Weed  District  into  the  Plan  and  implementation  process 
Recreation 

Recreation  on  public  lands  is  an  essential  part  of  Lincoln  County’s  social,  economic  and  cultural 
wellbeing.  The  SEIS  indicates  that  there  will  be  no  impacts  in  terms  of  access  to  public  lands. 

The  SEIS  also  includes  a mitigation  action  item  that  states,  “Construction  schedules  will  be  ' 
coordinated  with  permitted  recreation  activities  to  avoid  conflicts”.  The  County  fully  supports 
this. 


Range 

Public  land  ranching  is  an  integral  part  of  Lincoln  County’s  social,  economic  and  cultural 
wellbeing.  As  such,  the  County  has  adopted  a “No  Net  Loss  of  AUMs”  policy.  The  County 
does  not  support  projects  on  public  lands  that  will  result  in  a loss  or  reduction  of  grazing 
opportunities. 
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The  SEIS  discusses  “negligible”  losses  of  AUMs;  however,  there  are  mitigation  options  that 
could  be  exercised  in  order  to  keep  public  land  grazing  operations  whole.  The  Comity  fully 
supports  a mitigation  provision  similar  to  that  listed  under  the  recreation  section  that 
“Construction  schedules  will  be  coordinated  with  grazing  permittees  to  avoid  conflicts”. 

The  County  works  in  close  cooperation  with  the  N-4  State  Grazing  Board,  and  frilly  supports  any 
comment  and  recommendations  they  may  make  to  the  SEIS  in  terms  of  ways  to  maintain 
ranching  at  current  levels  while  at  the  same  time  implementing  this  Project. 

Transportation 

The  SEIS  discusses  negligible  impacts  to  transportation  along  CJS-93,  but  also  acknowledges  the 
heavy  reliance  on  existing  dirt  and  graveled  roads.  These  roads  are  important  County 
infrastructure  and  pose  a serious  maintenance  challenge.  As  such,  the  County  recommends 
including  a mitigation  action  item  that  requires  all  County  roads  used  to  access  project  sites  to  be 
maintained  per  County  standards,  at  project  proponent's  expense.. 

Hie  SEIS  discusses  development  of  a “Construction  Road  Plan”  as  pan  of  the  COM  Plan.  The 
County  requests  an  opportunity  to  review  and  comment  on  the  plan  before  it  is  approved  in  order 
to  ensure  that  all  standards  and  practices  are  in  concert  with  County  standards. 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  8 

Comment  noted.  Lincoln  County  requested,  has  been  asked,  and  accepted 
cooperating  agency  status. 

Segment  9C  may  be  within  the  currently  proposed  solar  energy  study  area; 
however,  the  segment  would  be  within  the  existing  designated  SWIP  Utility 
Corridor  as  preferred  by  the  commenter.  Any  potential  impacts  (positive  or 
negative)  of  this  would  be  disclosed  in  the  Solar  Energy  PEIS  that  is  being 
developed.  As  stated  in  the  comment  letter,  Segment  9A  would  be  outside  the 
SWIP  Utility  Corridor  and  outside  the  proposed  solar  energy  study  area. 
Regardless  of  the  segment  location,  an  appropriate  interconnection  would  need  to 
be  constructed  from  any  future  solar  energy  facility  to  the  proposed  500  kV 
transmission  line. 

As  stated  in  Section  1.12  and  Table  1.12-1  of  the  DSEIS  (now  Section  1.9  in  the 
FEIS),  NV  Energy  would  need  to  obtain  a Special  Use  Permit  from  Lincoln  County, 
thus  requiring  appropriate  coordination  and  review  of  applicable  documents  by  the 
Lincoln  County  Board  of  Commissioners  for  approval.  The  COM  Plan  would  be 
provided  to  the  County. 

Water  needed  for  activities  such  as  dust  suppression,  fire  suppression,  etc.  would 
be  obtained  from  private  sources  that  have  valid  water  rights  and  sufficient 
quantities.  Applicable  text  has  been  added  to  Section  2.2. 1.3  of  the  FEIS. 

Erosion  control  measures  and  noxious  and  invasive  weed  prevention  measures  to 
protect  soils,  including  salvaged  topsoil,  are  detailed  in  Appendix  2A  Best 
Management  Practices.  These  measures  would  be  further  detailed  and  clarified  in 
the  COM  Plan. 

The  suggested  text  change  from  “Restoration  Plan”  to  “site  reclamation”  has  been 
made  for  the  FEIS.  The  COM  Plan  would  describe  the  methods  for  the 
reclamation  activities  and  also  list  the  approved  seed  mixes.  The  COM  Plan  would 
identify  a Communication  Plan  that  would  include  coordination  with  NV  Energy  and 
Lincoln  County.  Based  upon  NV  Energy’s  past  performance  on  similar  projects, 
the  BLM  does  not  feel  a bond  is  required  for  this  project. 

See  response  to  Letter  6 Comment  8. 

Comment  noted. 
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8-9  Yes,  the  COM  Plan  will  include  a Noxious  and  Non-Native  Weed  Management 

Plan.  Seed  mixes  used  for  reclamation,  as  determined  by  the  BLM,  will  be 
included  in  the  Reclamation  Plan  portion  of  the  COM  Plan.  The  COM  Plan  would 
identify  a Communication  Plan  that  would  include  coordination  with  NV  Energy  and 
Lincoln  County.  Based  upon  NV  Energy’s  past  performance  on  similar  projects, 
the  BLM  does  not  feel  a bond  is  required  for  this  project.  The  Tri  County  Weed 
District  could  potentially  be  involved  in  the  implementation  process  of  this  project 
through  the  use  of  their  services  to  inventory,  monitor,  and  treat  noxious  weeds. 
Their  involvement  would  depend  on  whether  the  proponent  contracts  the  Tri 
County  Weed  District  to  provide  those  services.  The  BLM  Ely  District  does  have 
an  assistance  agreement  with  the  Tri  County  Weed  District  to  provide  those 
services,  but  the  BLM  also  works  with  other  partners  as  well  as  contractors  to 
provide  these  services,  depending  on  locations  and  work  load. 

8-10  Comment  noted. 

8-1 1 See  responses  to  Letter  6. 

8-12  See  responses  to  Letter  6. 

8-13  The  COM  Plan  includes  a Construction  Road  Plan  that  covers  maintenance  of 

access  roads.  The  Proponent  would  maintain  access  roads  to  County  standards, 
at  a minimum  of  their  existing  condition. 

8-14  The  COM  Plan  would  be  provided  to  the  County.  See  response  to  Letter  8 

Comment  3 above. 
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Dear  Mr.  Dwyer: 


SUBJECT:  ONE  NEVADA  TRANSMISSION  LINE  PROJECT  DRAFT  SUPPLEMENTAL 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  STATEMENT  PUBLIC  COMMENT 

The  Southern  Nevada  Water  Authority  (SNWA)  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  public  comments 
on  the  proposed  One  Nevada  Transmission  Line  (ON  Line)  Project  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (DSEIS).  SNWA  is  responsible  for  management  and  development  of  water  resources 
for  southern  Nevada,  and  has  existing  and  future  interests  within  the  ON  Line  Project  area.  SNWA  has 
applied  to  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  for  rights»of~way  (ROW)  to  construct  the  Clark, 
Lincoln,  and  White  Pine  Counties  Groundwater  Development  (GWD)  Project,  and  an  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (E1S)  is  currently  In  preparation.  The  GWD  Project  consists  of  pipelines,  power  lines, 
and  associated  facilities  which  would  be  located  near  or  adjacent  to  the  southern  portion  of  the  proposed 
ON  Line  Project  alignment.  SNWA  also  holds  an  existing  livestock  grazing  permit  (Wilson  Creek) 
which  would  be  crossed  by  the  ON  Line  Project,  and  existing  ROWs  for  groundwater  monitoring  wells  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  ON  Line  Project  alignment 


$NWA  coordinated  with  NV  Energy  during  February  through  April  2009  on  the  proposed  power  line 
alignment  as  part  of  the  previous  Eiy  Energy  Center  Project,  and  appreciates  that  die  Proposed  Action  ON 
Line  Project  alignment  has  been  adjusted  to  avoid  ROW  conflicts  with  the  GWD  Project.  However,  the 
ON  Line  Project  Action  Alternative  alignment  Segment  9D  in  Coyote  Spring  Valley  still  overlaps  tee 
ROW  requested  for  the  GWD  Project  pipeline.  Because  the  GWD  Project  water  pipeline  is  gravity  fed 
and  thus  constrained  by  elevation  and  topography,  It  would  be  difficult  to  relocate  tee  pipeline  alignment. 
A power  line  alignment  is  comparatively  easier  to  adjust.  SNWA  requests  that  the  ON  Line  Project 
Action  Alternative,  if  selected,  be  adjusted  to  avoid  tee  ROW  conflict  with  the  GWD  Project. 
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Based  upon  the  construction  schedule  provided  in  the  DSEIS,  the  ON  Line  and  GWD  projects  may  be 
under  construction  In  tee  same  area  within  tee  same  time  period.  Additional  coordination  between  both 
agencies  will  be  needed  to  avoid  potential  construction  conflicts. 


The  descriptions  of  the  GWD  Prqject  in  the  ON  Line  Project  DSEIS  need  to  be  updated.  The  moat 
current  description  of  the  GWD  Project  can  be  obtained  from  SNWA’s  Conceptual  Plan  of  Development; 
dated  December  2008.  Copies  were  provided  to  BLM  ami  NV  Energy,  and  can  be  obtained  from 
SNWA’s  website:  http://www.snwa.com/assete/pdl7gdp_concept_plan.pdf.  Specific  revision  requests 
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were  previously  submitted  by  SNWA  on  April  2,  2009,  for  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Ely  Energy  Center 
Project.  SNWA  requests  that  these  revisions  be  incorporated  in  the  ON  Line  Project  Final  Supplemental  ( 
EIS. 

SNWA  also  has  the  following  speoific  comments  on  the  ON  Line  Project  DSEIS: 
hydrology 

Section  4,2.2  (page  4-4,  4th  paragraph)  identifies  a small  stream  originating  from  “Warm  Springs”  in 
southern  White  Pine  County.  The  correct  spoiling  is  “Warm  Spring”  according  to  United  States  ' 
Geological  Survey  1 : 1 00k  topographic  maps. 

Section  4.2.2  (page  4-5,  3rd  paragraph)  lists  Cottonwood  Wash  and  Monkey  Wrench  Wash  as  occurring 
within  Dry  Lake  Valley.  Both  washes  are  located  within  Delamar  Valley.  Also,  “Redrock  Wash”  should  ( 
be  listed  as  “Red  Rock  Wash”. 

Section  5.2.3  (page  5-8,  last  paragraph)  identifies  tire  Haymeadow  reservoir.  This  reservoir  should  be  ( 
rewritten  as  the  “Hay  Meadow”  reservoir. 

Ptetegy 

Section  4.8.2  (page  4-4 1 ) describes  potential  impacts  to  pygmy  rabbit  and  their  habitat.  Mitigation  should  ( 
include  revegetation  in  suitable  pygmy  rabbit  habitat  with  seed  mixes  and  methods  geared  toward  rapid 
production  of  sagebrush  vegetation  types. 

Other 

Section  5.17.5  (page  5-81)  describes  payment  of  property  taxes  by  SNWA  to  White  Pine  County.  As 
SNWA  noted  In  previous  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Ely  Energy  Center  Project,  SNWA  ( 

completed  an  agreement  with  White  Pine  County  in  August  2008,  under  which  die  SNWA  will  make 
payments  in  lieu  of  property  taxes  and  other  lost  revenue  associated  with  the  purchase  and  use  of 
properties  acquired  by  SNWA  in  Spring  Valley, 

Appendix  5A  (page  18)  identifies  the  Virgin  and  Muddy  Rivers  Surface  Water  Development  Project  as  a 
reasonably  foreseeable  project.  As  SNWA  noted  in  previous  comments  on  the  Draft  EIS  for  the  Ely  *> 
Energy  Center  Project,  this  project  has  been  withdrawn. 

SNWA  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  provide  comments  on  the  proposed  ON  Line  Project.  If  you  have 
any  questions  regarding  these  comments  or  need  additional  information,  please  contact  Lisa  Luptowitz, 
Senior  Environmental  Planner,  at  (702)  862-3789. 


Sincerely, 


Zarte  L.  Marshall 

Environmental  Resources  Division  Manager 
ZLM:CB:df 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  9 

Comment  noted.  NV  Energy  would  coordinate  the  detailed  design  with  SNWA. 
The  following  BLM  standard  mitigation  would  be  carried  into  the  ROD:  “This  grant 
is  subject  to  all  valid  rights  existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this  grant.” 

The  COM  Plan  would  identify  a Communication  Plan  that  would  include 
coordination  with  NV  Energy  and  SNWA  on  construction  schedules  to  determine  if 
potential  conflicts  might  occur. 

The  description  of  the  GWD  project  in  Section  5.2.4  has  been  revised. 

The  comments  have  been  addressed  in  the  FEIS,  as  appropriate.  The  comments 
associated  with  Section  5.2.4  are  not  applicable  as  this  data  is  no  longer  part  of 
the  document.  Table  5.17-1  and  Section  5.17.5  were  updated.  The  GWD  Project 
description  was  revised.  Appendix  5A  has  been  updated. 

Warm  Springs  has  been  changed  to  Warm  Spring. 

Dry  Lake  Valley  has  been  changed  to  Delamar  Valley.  Also  Redrock  has  been 
changed  to  Red  Rock. 

Haymeadow  has  been  changed  to  Hay  Meadow. 

Agreed,  appropriate  seed  mixes  would  be  used,  geared  toward  rapid  production  of 
sagebrush  vegetation  types  in  suitable  pygmy  rabbit  habitat. 

This  paragraph  in  Section  5.17.5  has  been  updated  to  reflect  the  agreement 
between  SNWA  and  White  Pine  County  regarding  Payments  in  Lieu  of  Taxes  on 
the  Spring  Valley  Ranches  property. 

The  Virgin  and  Muddy  Rivers  Surface  Waters  Development  project  has  been 
removed/deleted  from  Appendix  5A,  since  it  has  been  withdrawn. 


ON  Line  Project 
Final  EIS 
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Comment  Letter  #10 


January  7,  2010 


BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Ely  District  Office 

HC33  Box  33500  (702  N.  Industrial  Way) 

Ely,  Nevada  89301-9408 

Attn: 

Michael  Dwyer 
Rosemary  Thomas 

RE:  Nevada  ON  Line  DEIS 

Dear  BLM, 

Here  are  comments  of  Western  Watersheds  Project  on  the  NV  ON  Line  proposal 
The  proposal  is  described  as  follows: 

NV  Energy  is  proposing  to  develop  a company  owned  and  operated  500  kilovolt  (kV) 
transmission  fine  and  associated  500/345  kV  substation  and  communication  facilities  located  In 
White  Pine,  Nye,  Lincoln,  Eureka,  and  Clark  counties,  Nevada.  The  project  would  include:  a 
new  500/345  kV  substation  referred  to  as  Robinson  Summit  Substation  located  in  White  Pine 
County,  a new  236-mile  iong  500  kV  transmission  line  and  fiber  optic  communication  facilities 
from  the  proposed  Robinson  Summit  Substation  to  the  existing  Harry  Allen  Substation  located  in 
Clark  County,  addition  of  new  500  kV  electrical  facilities  inside  the  existing  Harry  Allen 
Substation,  a loop-in  of  the  existing  Faicon-Gonder  345  kV  transmission  line  at  Robinson 
Summit  Substation,  an  expansion  to  install  new  345  kV  electrical  equipment  at  the  existing 
Falcon  Substation  in  Eureka  County,  and  associated  access  roads  into  and  along  the 
transmission  fine. 

WWP  is  greatly  concerned  about  the  proliferation  of  energy  and  transmission  facilities  across  the 
interior  West.  Ely  BLM  lands  will  be  tom  to  pieces  if  all  the  transmission,  renewables,  and  water 
mining  facilities  are  built  that  are  proposed  or  foreseeable  at  present.  Each  project  is  claimed  to  be 
vital,  essential,  etc.  and  opening  the  door  for  a treasure  trove  of  industrial  renewable  energy  almost 
always  placed  on  public  lands  in  remote  and  untrammeled  areas  at  the  public’s  and  wildlife  and 
watershed  expense.  Often-foreign-owned,  or  other  large  entities,  are  involved  in  the  energy 
development.  For  example,  with  Ely’s  Spring  Valley  Wind,  the  Carlyle  group  is  in  the  background. 
With  the  Ruby  pipeline  that  would  intersect  SWIP  in  the  North  it  is  El  Faso  and  an  entity  called  GIP 
(Global  Investment  Partners).  The  public  should  be  provided  a full  understanding  of  who  is  funding 
these  projects,  how  solid  they  area,  and  other  development  schemes  to  which  they  may  be  tied. 

There  is  no  clear  regional  or  other  planning  framework  to  understand  the  need  for  these  projects,  or  to 
understand  the  true  environmental  costs  of  the  massive  development  that  may  be  spawned.  We  have 
seen  no  efforts  to  address: 


(10-1) 

(10-2) 


1)  Appropriate  planned  siting  that  minimizes  conflicts  with  sage-grouse,  pygmy  rabbit, 
recreational  uses,  and  the  local  inhabitants  of  the  area. 

2)  NO  adequate  info  on  all  the  OTHER  projects  being  proposed  and  the  large-scale  development 
of  public  lands  and  losses  to  the  public  if  large  amounts  of  new  wind,  geothermal  are  accessed, 
or  if  connections  are  made  with  natural  gas  or  other  lines. 

3)  No  adequate,  comprehensive  and  truthful  baseline  of  sagebrush  and  other  native  species  habitat 
conditions  and  population  trends  here. 

As  an  Alternative,  BLM  should  consider  a “time-out”  on  this  and  other  lines  and  wind  and  other 
development  until  regional  planning  occurs. 

This  EIS  fails  to  provide  essential  baseline  info  on  biological  resources  affected  by  the  proposal,  and 
the  SWIP  and  any  other  Corridor  here.  See  WWP  comments  on  SWIP  (on  cd)  as  well. 

Sage  Grouse  Concerns  Are  Great  - EIS  Is  Superficial 

The  EIS  states: 

. Greater  Sage-Grouse 

In  order  to  minimize  the  possibility  of  disruption  of  mating  strategies  of  greater  sage-grouse,  the 
Proponent  will  employ  the  following: 

• No  construction  activities  will  occur  during  the  period  from  March  1 through  May  15 
within  two  miles  of  active  greater  sage-grouse  leks.  However,  construction  traffic  can 
proceed  through  the  area  during  this  period,  outside  the  0.25  mile  no  surface  occupancy 
area  around  leks,  except  from  2 hours  before  sunrise  until  10:00  am. 

• Modified  tower  design,  including  H-frame  structures  and  perch  deterrents,  will  be  used  in 
locations  within  two  miles  of  known  active  leks  and  in  areas  of  combined  nesting, 
wintering,  and  summer  brooding  habitat.  The  final  placement  of  modified  structures 
would  be  determined  based  on  current  data  and  identified  in  the  COM  Plan.  Within 
identified  winter  habitat,  site  specific  surveys  may  be  conducted  to  confirm  winter  use 
and  habitat. 

See  DEIS  at  2.7.7. 

This  is  only  minimal  time  avoidance.  It  is  not  mitigation  to  “make  up”  for  the  permanent  destruction 
and  loss  of  habitat  - and  likely  loss  of  populations  of  sage-grouse  and  pygmy  rabbit. 

All  disturbance  should  be  avoided  including  on  access  roads.  There  is  no  need  to  build  this  in  nesting 
season.  The  nesting  seasons  should  be  expanded  in  avoidance  timing.  Baseline  studies  are  needed  to 
understand  best  alternative  route  segments.  Off-site  mitigation  that  includes  removal  of  livestock 
disturbance  purchase  and  conservation  of  significant  habitats  necessary  to  fully  support  viable 
populations  of  sagebrush  species  must  be  provided. 

Migratory  Birds 

The  DEIS  states: 

Land  disturbing  construction  and  vegetation  clearing  activities  will  be  scheduled  outside 
of  the  breeding  season  (March  15  through  July  30  - in  upland  desert  habitats  and 
ephemeral  washes  containing  upland  species  and  March  1 through  August  30  - in 
riparian  and  higher  elevation  areas).  Where  construction  is  required  during  the  breeding 
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season,  the  area  impacted  will  be  surveyed  for  nests  prior  to  construction.  If  no  nests  are 
found,  construction  could  proceed.  Project  area  surveys  will  be  done  to  ensure  100 
percent  coverage.  Methods  wifi  be  selected  based  on  the  plant  community  and/or 
topography.  Field  notes  and  reports  will  thoroughly  describe  methodology  and  rationale 
for  use  and  archived. 

ALL  veg  clearing  activities  and  construction  of  any  kind  should  be  forbidden  during  the  migratory 
bird  nesting  season. 

How  ill  this  increase  predation  on  migratory  birds?  Where  are  baseline  inventories  of  loggerhead 
shrike,  sage  sparrow.  Brewer’s  sparrow,  etc?  How  will  this  affect  bats? 

Where  is  a full  discussion  of  the  toll  this  line  will  take  on  birds  - both  migrating  birds,  and  local 
residents?  Where  are  all  migration  corridors  in  the  region?  Have  studies  been  conducted? 

The  EIS  also  states: 

C.  Western  Burrowing  Owls  and  Ground  Nesting  Species 

• Surveys  are  to  include  burrowing  owls  and  other  ground  nesting  species.  If  active  nests 
containing  eggs  and/or  young  were  to  be  found,  then  an  appropriately-sized  buffer  area 
will  be  established,  marked  and  avoided  during  construction  so  that  egg  laying, 
incubation,  and  the  rearing  of  young  continues  until  such  time  as  the  young  fledge. 

• For  construction  activities  from  October  1 to  March  14,  the  wildlife  biologist  will  collapse 
all  burrows,  holes,  crevices,  or  other  cavities  on  the  construction  site  oniy  after 
thoroughly  inspecting  them  for  inhabitants,  in  accordance  with  agency  protocols.  This 
will  discourage  burrowing  owls  from  potentially  occupying  the  burrows,  holes,  crevices 
before  and  during  construction  activities. 

• If  burrowing  owls  are  observed  during  surveys  after  March  15,  the  wildlife  biologist  will 
be  notified.  The  wildlife  biologist  will  rely  on  behavioral  observations  to  determine  their 
breeding  status.  Should  breeding  behavior  be  observed,  the  wildlife  biologist  assumes 
that  an  active  nest  is  present  and  the  area  will  be  avoided  until  the  young  fledge.  This 
ensures  that  any  eggs  or  young  are  not  abandoned  due  to  project  activities.  The  owl’s 
total  nesting  cycle  takes  a minimum  of  74  days,  during  which  time  construction  activity 
needs  to  cease  within  the  buffer  area  on  the  site.  Generally,  owl  eggs  may  be  laid 
between  mid-March  to  the  end  of  May,  and  young  may  be  present  from  mid-April 
through  August.  (Adapted  from  USFWS  recommendations.) 

D.  Raptors 

• Raptor  nests  within  the  project  area  will  be  identified  during  pre-construction  surveys  for 
migratory  and  ground-nesting  birds.  All  active  raptor  nests  will  be  avoided.  Known 
raptor  nest  sites  need  to  be  checked  two  to  five  days  prior  to  construction  activities  in  a 
given  area.  If  an  active  raptor  nest  site  is  discovered,  construction  activities  will  be 
restricted  within  0.5  miles  of  the  active  nest  site  from  May  1 through  July  15. 

3.  Big  Game  Mitigation  Measures 

• Within  the  BLM  Southern  Nevada  District,  construction  activities  will  be  restricted  within 
occupied  desert  bighorn  sheep  habitat  from  March  1 through  May  31  and  from  July  1 
through  August  31. 
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ALL  of  this  tells  the  reader  nothing  about  the  affected  wildlife  habitats  and  populations,  the  current 
status  and  the  threats  the  face,  changes  in  populations  and  habitat  over  time,  viability  of  populations  in 
the  short,  mid  and  long  term,  etc.  It  appears  that  necessary  surveys  for  raptors  across  a large  landscape 
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have  not  even  been  conducted?  Is  that  the  case?  What  will  the  eagle  electrocution  rate  be?  What  will 
be  the  impacts  on  local  and  regional  populations? 

What  raven  and  raptor  anti-perch  devices  will  be  used,  and  where? 

We  are  searching  for  concrete  info  on  the  Bio  Resources,  and  are  finding  essentially  NOTHING  in  this 
EIS.  Certainly  ONLine  is  not  relying  on  the  incredibly  inadequate  analysis  of  SWIP’s  unlawfully 
segmented  southern  section,  is  it?  WWP  has  Attached  comments  on  the  SWIP  process,  for  full 
incorporation  into  the  record  here.  Or  is  ONLine  relying  in  any  way  on  the  Idaho  Power  EIS 
from  1994?  The  world  has  changed  dramatically  since  then  - wildfires  have  wiped  out  sagebrush, 
energy  has  wiped  out  habitats  in  the  eastern  part  of  the  biome,  renewable  energy  development  of 
remote  ridges  was  not  contemplated  then.  However,  at  the  time  of  SWIP,  conservationists  were 
concerned  that  the  north-south  route  may  some  day  be  used  to  transport  water  north-south. 

i 

We  are  dismayed  that  alternative  routing  in  some  segments  that  did  not  cross  remote  any  undeveloped 
lands  was  not  examined. 

Where  are  all  road  density,  cheatgrass/red  brome  presence,  “brownfields”  areas?  Why  is  the  route  not 
following  Highway  93,  for  example-  why  is  it  running  in  another  area? 

There  are  striking  parallels  to  the  DOE  Corridors  (and  associated  rampant  wind  and  other  “renewable” 
mega-projects)  that  would  proliferate  from  it,  and  the  effects  this  project  would  have  on  the  sagebrush 
biome,  as  well  as  other  fragile  lands  the  ONLine  Project  would  slice  across  and  further  fragment. 

Of  particular  concern  is  the  devastating  impact  such  Energy  Corridor  projects  would  have  on  species 
like  the  pygmy  rabbit,  sage-grouse,  and  other  increasingly  rare  and  imperiled  native  species  where 
habitats  are  already  greatly  altered  and  fragmented,  and  undergo  chronic  livestock  grazing  disturbance 
and  damage.  These  impacts  are  not  adequately  examined  in  the  DEIS.  Solid  systematic  baseline 
biological  inventories  have  not  been  conducted  and  information  appropriately  provided  to  the  public 
for  review. 

We  also  have  become  concerned  about  energy  company  biological  info  that  is  being  used  in  evaluating 
a slough  of  energy  proposals  in  Nevada  at  present.  At  times,  we  have  notices  glaring  omissions  in 
information.  Examples  are  the  recent  Ruby  pipeline  EIS,  and  the  Spring  Valley  Wind  EA  from  your 
own  office.  We  would  ask  that  BLM  closely  scrutinize  all  biological  and  other  data  here,  and  provide 
an  outside  or  anonymous  panel,  or  some  other  mechanism,  to  review  it  for  adequacy. 

As  part  of  this  EIS  process,  BLM  must  frilly  examine  the  plethora  of  new  corridors/lines/disturbance  - 
including  natural  gas  (Ruby),  DOE  corridors,  and  others  in  the  region  of  Idaho,  Wyoming  and  Utah. 
ANY  new  line  here  should  follow  the  Freeway  to  the  maximum  extent  possible,  or  be  bundled  into 
existing  utility  corridor  swaths.  What  are  these  existing  corridors  - please  provide  detailed  mapping  so 
this  all  can  be  understood.  What  are  all  foreseeble  renewable  energy  developments  - and  where  would 
they  be  located? 

The  DEIS  states: 

2.2.1  Electric  Transmission  Facilities 

To  connect  the  northern  and  southern  NV  Energy  service  territories,  and  to  afiow  for  the  delivery 
of  renewable  resources  to  market,  NV  Energy  proposes  to  build  approximately  236  miles  of 
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transmission  line  and  associated  facilities  mostly  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  (Figures  2.2- 
la  and  b). 

WWP  is  greatly  concerned  about  the  adverse  effects  of  renewable  energy  development  in  many  areas 
of  NV  and  southern  Idaho.  An  example  is  the  China  Mountain  Browns  Bench  Project.  NV  energy 
companies  seek  to  destroy  a remote  plateau  vital  to  sage-grouse  - to  export  energy  from  Idaho  and  a 
small  portion  of  NV  to  Las  Vegas.  The  “partner”  line  to  ONLine  here,  SWIP,  is  involved  in  that.  Is  this 
line?  We  understand  that  now  a Transcanada  Project  is  proposed  to  go  north  - in  tandem  with  SWIP  in 
the  north  similar  to  ON  Line  in  the  south.  How  is  this  Project  related  to  any  of  these  - Transcanada? 
Further,  Transcanada  is  involved  in  destructive  Tar  sands  and  other  “dirty5’  energy. 


There  is  also  concern  that  the  clamor  for  new  powerlines  for  renewables  is  really  being  done  to  provide 
for  transport  of  “dirty”  energy  as  well.  Please  provide  detailed  info  on  power  generation  locations 
foreseeable  be  for  running  energy  through  this  line.  Will  power  then  be  moved  south  to  Mexico,  too, 
using  this  line? 
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EIS  at  1.2.2  states  the  following: 


The  purpose  of  the  ON  Line  Project  is  to  meet  the  electrical  transmission  needs  in  Nevada  and 
the  western  United  States  by  interconnecting  NV  Energy’s  northern  and  southern  service  areas 
for  the  first  time.  This  connection  would  improve  system  reliability  and  flexibility  by  allowing  NV 
Energy's  northern  and  southern  service  areas  to:  share  energy  resources,  be  more  efficient, 
better  support  each  other  during  power  emergencies,  and  provide  better  access  to  the  state’s 
renewable  energy  resources. 


WHERE????  Are  these  renewables  to  be  developed?  The  company  must  know,  or  else  it  would  not  be 
building  this.  This  info  is  also  necessary  to  develop  suitable  alternatives. 
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The  EIS  at  1.3 2 does  state: 


The  intertie  will  promote  reliability,  promote  diversity  of  supply  resources,  and 
assist  with  the  development  of  renewable  resources.  In  addition,  the  intertie  will 
aid  in  the  development  of  renewable  energy  resources  by  allowing  electricity 
generated  by  non-solar  renewable  resources  in  northern  Nevada  to  be  delivered 
to  southern  Nevada  and  electricity  generated  by  solar  resources  in  southern 
Nevada  to  be  delivered  to  northern  Nevada . Further,  the  intertie  will  allow  for  the 
development  of  wind  resources  in  eastern  Nevada  to  both  northern  and  southern 
Nevada.  Therefore,  the  intertie  will  assist  [NV  Energy]  to  meets  its  statutory 
obligations  by  providing  renewable  energy  developers  with  a pathway  to  market 
(PUCN  2007,  p.58). 


But  the  ONline  EIS  provides  no  detailed  analysis  necessary  to  understand  if  that  is  the  case.  It  does  not 
adequately  identify  and  examine  the  cumulative  effects  to  the  public  lands,  wildlife  including  sensitive 
species,  very  scarce  ground  and  surface  waters,  and  watersheds  - of  developing  those  “resources”. 
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A full  systematic  current  biological,  watershed,  aquifer,  recreational,  viewshed  and  other  analysis  of 
the  deleterious  effects  of  the  renewables  or  other  developments  and  energy  projects  to  which  this  is 
tied  is  essential.  It  is  necessary  to  understand  the  cumulative  effects  - of  this  project’s  immediate  and 
long-term  disturbance  to,  and  destruction  of,  sagebrush  species  habitats  - as  well  as  the  additional 
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destruction  and  long-term  disturbance  the  energy-development  of  “renewables”  or  dirty  energy  would 
cause  would  cause. 

We  are  stunned  at  the  lack  of  biological  info-  all  that  is  provided  seems  to  be  a list  of  mitigations, 
which  are  also  greatly  insufficient.  There  is  no  way  to  understand  the  scale  and  type  of  “avoidance” 
and  off-site  mitigation  that  is  required  unless  a Supplemental  EIS  that  provides  data  on  the  current 
sage-grouse  habitats  and  populations  in  the  Footprint  of  this  undertaking  is  developed. 

By  the  time  this  line  and  SWIP  get  built,  there  will  essentially  be  a wall  of  disturbance  separating 
Nevada  east  to  west  for  sage-grouse.  This  wall  will  stem  from  avoidance,  weed  infestations  degrading 
habitats,  potential  fires,  and  ancillary  developments.  Sage-grouse  are  very  sensitive  to  vertical  objects 
and  other  disturbance  in  their  environment.  New  weed  infestations  linked  to  ground  disturbance  and 
roading  for  construction  and  maintenance  will  spell  slow,  creeping  doom  to  sagebrush  communities 
currently  lacking  cheatgrass  and  other  weeds.  This  will  also  have  severe  effects  to  sage-grouse 
populations.  There  is  no  solid  baseline  info  of  nay  kind  provided  on  the  current  pops  and  habitats.  Are 
the  populations  migratory  or  non-migratory?  Where  are  all  active  and  historic  leks?  How  have 
populations  changed  over  time?  What  is  the  predicted  trend?  How  will  this  project,  linked 
developments  and  cumulative  effects  of  al  1 of  this  new  disturbance  hasten  the  demise  of  populations? 
Of  sage-grouse?  Pygmy  rabbits?  Other  sensitive  and  imperiled  species? 

Nevada  sage-grouse  populations  here  are  already  at  very  low  levels,  and  may  not  be  viable  over  even 
the  mid-term  if  this  battery  of  lines  and  other  development  occurs.  See  NDOW  2004,  See  USFWS 
Interim  Status  Report  2008,  see  Garton  et  al  in  Knick  and  Connelly  USGS  2009. 

A Supplemental  FTS  must  be  prepared  to  fully  examine  the  current  status  and  ecological  condition  - 
including  the  degree  of  habitat  fragmentation  of  habitats  and  populations  here.  It  must  analyze 
alternative  routes  that  serve  to  minimize  intrusion  into  still-intact  communities.  It  must  examine  the 
effects  of  essentially  erecting  a barrier  to  sage-grouse  use,  and  an  elevated  predation  risk  to  the 
population  over  a large  area,  with  this  line,  SWIP,  SWIP’s  companion  to  the  North  (Transcanada),  and 
other  lines  and  renewable  energy  development  that  will  be  spawned. 

Please  see  Attached  Lit  (on  cd)  Connelly  el  al.  2004,  Knick  and  Connelly  2009,  Dobkin  and  Sauder 
(2004),  Espinosa  and  Phenix  (2008),  Fleischner  (1994), 

These  sage-grouse,  pygmy  rabbit  and  other  populations  suffer  severe  disturbance  from  livestock 
grazing  in  many  lands  along  this  route  A full  assessment  of  habitat  quality  and  carrying  capacity  for 
important  and  sensitive  species  must  be  made.  The  scale  and  scope  of  change  that  will  result,  and  risks 
to  the  environment  must  be  laid  out  in  a SEIS. 

Regarding  water:  The  renewable  energy  sources  involved  (solar)  and  wind  water  storage  “batteries”  foi 
storage  areas  require  large  volumes  of  water. 

Further,  SNWA’s  aquifer  mining  projects  are  slated  to  use  “renewable”  energy  so  as  to  be  carbon 
neutral.  How  is  this  line  tied,  linked  or  otherwise  related  to  any  SNWA  or  other  water 
movement/mining/transport  undertaking?  Where  is  other  water  mining  or  speculation  foreseeable? 
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How  would  this  line  facilitate  hard  rock  or  other  mining,  as  well  - and  what  would  those  impacts  be? 
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What  wild  horse  herds,  HMAs,  and  other  areas  may  be  affected  by  construction  or  operation,  and 
development  spawned?  Are  horses  being  rounded  up  for  these  lines  or  developments  - for  ease  of 
activity  of  developers? 


How  much  spatial  distance  will  separate  this  and  SWIP?  What  are  the  safety  concerns  here? 
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The  EIS  contains  the  following: 


Construction  and  operation  of  the  project  may  increase  air  borne  pollutants  and 
negatively  affect  human  health,  local  economies,  wildlife,  and  special  status  species. 

(Section  4.6) 

• Construction  of  the  project  may  impact  regional  air  quality  in  the  Great  Basin.  (Section 

4.6) 

• Construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  the  project  may  contribute  to  greenhouse 
gas  emissions.  (Section  4.6) 


When  we  reviewed  all  of  these  sections,  we  found  glaring  inadequacy  and  a dearth  of  any  solid  info  if 
any  kind.  There  is  also  increasing  concern  about  the  potential  human  health  risk  of  exposure  to  high 
voltage  lines,  and  also  the  materials  used  in  transformers.  New  transformers  contain  potent  global 
wanning  gases.  What  are  these  materials  and  what  are  their  effects  on  the  climate  and  human  health? 
Or  animals  that  may  be  exposed  to  leaks?  Such  effects  have  not  been  adequately  examined. 
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How  much  carbon  will  be  generated  by  manufacturing  the  material  for  this  project,  and  building  what 
may  turn  out  to  be  a redundant  and  unnecessary  line  - if  local  rooftop  solar  is  developed  in  Las  Vegas, 
and  LA,  and  other  more  sensible  energy  conservation  and  local  distributive  energy  systems  and 
measures  are  put  in  place? 
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How  is  the  risk  of  wildfire  elevated  by  this  line?  Please  provide  a risk  assessment  of  this.  There  must 
be  full  and  detailed  analysis  of  the  increased  risk  of  fire  from  construction,  as  well  as  downed  lines, 
maintenance  activity,  raptor  electrocutions,  or  arcing  of  electricity.  This  line  runs  by  critically 
important  sagebrush  habitats  that  would  be  destroyed  this  line  causes  fires.  There  is  no  adequate 
mitigation  provided  for  this. 


Please  fully  analyze  bundling  into  existing  corridors.  Please  also  fully  analyze  the  impacts  of 
“developing”  new  energy  projects  (wind,  geothermal,  fossil  fuel,  etc.)  in  the  path  of  this  line.  This  is 
part  of  understanding  the  full  range  of  connected,  linked,  and  foreseeable  actions.  Where  are  sites 
where  development  is  likely? 
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Please  fully  explain  WHY  this  line,  along  with  all  the  other  existing  proposed  and  foreseeable 
corridors  are  needed.  It  seems  to  us  that  this  all  is  a free-for-all  scramble  for  rights-of-way  right  now. 
Various  large  energy  companies  seem  to  each  be  trying  to  get  their  own  lines  - perhaps  even 
speculating  on  lines  to  be  sold  or  traded  in  the  future.  Certainly  part  of  what  is  going  on  here  is  large 
corporations/energy  giants  making  sure  that  energy  can  be  manipulated  and  centralized,  rather  then  de- 
centralized, in  the  future. 
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All  of  these  projects  will  result  in  a proliferation  of  roading,  and  cut-off  roads  at  all  points  from 
existing  roads  - all  of  this  must  be  ftilly  analyzed.  A thorough  analysis  of  all  existing  roading  in  lands 
in  or  near  the  corridor  must  be  provided.  How  many  of  these  lands  are  potentially  suitable  for  BLM 
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Several  of  these  various  Corridor  processes  are  inter-linked,  and  the  full  picture  of  energy  alternatives 
that  site  any  power  generating/transmission  facilities  much  closer  to  urban  areas,  that  focus  on  private 
land  development  of  “renewables”,  and  that  focus  on  de-centralized  energy  and  home  or  other 
solar/wind  generation  and  conservation  must  be  fully  explored.  This  should  be  contrasted  with  the 
current  apparent  free-for-all  Corridor  Grab  that  appears  to  be  unfolding  across  the  Western  Landscape. 

The  sudden  current  rise  in  oil,  food  and  other  essentials  is  “shocking”  the  public.  Part  of  what  may  be 
occurring  is  akin  to  the  NeoConservative  philosophy  of  creating  economic  chaos  and  then  promoting 
complete  unregulated  free-market  profiteering  at  public  expense.  That  includes  letting  energy 
companies  run  roughshod  over  public  lands,  through  imposing  excessive  new  corridors  and 
speculation  on  their  use  and  development.  Such  “shock”  has  been  much-espoused  by  the  previous 
administration  - and  laid  out  in  Naomi  Klein’s  excellent  book  The  Shock  Doctrine.  Right  now  in  the 
US,  we  are  undergoing  ENERGY  shock  of  a sort  - and  part  of  what  is  occurring  seems  aimed  at 
allowing  any  and  all  kinds  of  energy  projects  to  go  forward  - no  matter  what  the  deleterious  impacts  to 
the  environment.  See  article  (Pasted  at  end  of  DOE  comments  here).  It  must  be  considered  that  part  of 
the  Energy  Shock  is  aimed  not  just  at  fossil  fuel  profiteering  - but  also  at  weakening  environmental 
laws  and  protections  of  public  lands  from  damage  by  “renewable”  energy  as  well,  and  keeping  a 
chokehold  on  centralized  large-grid  projects  like  this  one.  There  is  also  now  increasing  concern  about 
speculation  - and  bubbles  - including  in  energy  of  all  stripes. 
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Solar  process. 


BLM  must  fully  evaluate  whether  there  REALLY  is  a NEED  for  the  plethora  of  projects/corridors 
being  proposed,  and  must  explain  why  this  line  can  is  needed.  It  can  not  just  take  the  developer’s  word 
for  a “Need”.  It  must  critically  examine  the  adverse  effects,  including  promoting  devastating  habitat 
loss  and  fragmentation,  visual  pollution  of  wild  landscapes,  greatly  lowered  private  property  values, 
and  other  factors.  BLM  must  consider  saying  NO  other  projects  that  would  have  such  deleterious 
effects.  Please  establish  a decisionmaking  framework  to  do  so.  Please  also  provide  a framework  for 
mitigation,.  Why,  for  example,  is  winter  not  off-limits  as  well? 

Please  incorporate  the  full  range  of  ecological  concerns  (such  as  habitat  loss  and  fragmentation  for 
powerl  ine-targeted  lands  native  biota  such  as  sage-grouse,  cumulative  and  adverse  effects  of  grazing, 
etc ).  Please  also  consider  the  tremendous  adverse  ecological  footprint  of  a host  of  linked 
developments  - ranging  from  powerlines  to  road  networks  that  these  projects  would  spawn)  to  this 
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WSA  status,  if  a new  inventory  was  to  be  conducted?  With  lines  such  as  this,  wild  land  fire  danger  is 
greatly  increased  - including  from  increased  weeds,  increased  OHV  use  (we  note  BLM  has  failed 
abysmally  in  controlling  OHV  use  - and  many  LUPs  are  woefully  outdated  where  crosscountry  use  is 
allowed).  In  Idaho,  there  have  been  several  wildfires  from  raptor  electrocutions  on  lines  falling  to  earth 
and  igniting  cheatgrass  or  other  vegetation. 


Please  fully  consider  the  full  range  of  cumulative  effects  on  lands  and  habitats  affected  by  this  project  - 
of  many  other  activities  such  as  livestock  grazing  disturbance  and  facilities  that  serve  to  degrade  and 
fragment  habitats,  and  as  referenced  in  the  Westwide  DOE  comments  included  here. 


Please  also  examine  the  national  security  threats  pose  by  large-often  foreign-owned  or  financed 
corporations/consortiums/entities  controlling  power  distribution  and  production  on  remote  public 
lands.  This  makes  it  much  easier  for  process  to  be  manipulated,  consumers,  gouged,  and  America’s 
energy  supply  be  much  less  secure. 


What  is  the  full  disturbance  and  fragmentation  Footprint  for  these  facilities  for  sagebrush  species? 
Especially  in  a landscape  faced  with  increasing  human  development,  sprawl,  military  base  expansions, 
threats  of  brome  grasses  that  thrive  on  disturbance  drastically  altering  fire  cycles,  and  other  ongoing  or 
foreseeable  threats?  Where  is  it  predicted  that  viable  populations  of  sage-grouse  may  occur  in  10 
years?  20  years?  50  years?  How  many  such  areas  does  this  corridor  traverse?  How  will  this  project 
reduce  population  viability?  What  are  the  geographic  delineations  of  all  sage-grouse  populations 
affected? 
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How  will  this  corridor,  all  associated  facilities,  and  linked  wild  land  or  other  energy  project 
proliferation  promote  expansion  of  cheatgrass  and  other  weeds?  What  lands  are  currently  infested,  and 
what  lands  are  “at  risk”  for  new  or  expanded  infestation  if  this  project  is  built?  How  many  areas  where 
these  lines  and  facilities  would  be  placed  would  be  grazed  by  public  lands  livestock?  What  are  the 
cumulative  adverse  effects  of  livestock  grazing? 
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Will  this  line  be  related  to  nuclear  power  plants?  INEEL?  If  so,  how  might  nuclear  energy  here 
endanger  human  health  and  the  environment? 
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Please  describe  the  current  structure  of  the  industry  -and  parties  involved  in  transmission  and  power 
and  mega-projects  vs.  small  projects. 
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What  other  areas,  close  to  cities  and  close  to  existing  grids,  would  provide  suitable  sites? 
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As  with  the  USFWS  Interim  Guidelines  for  Wind  Facility  Siting,  an  appropriate  set  of  guidelines  must 
be  drawn  up  and  this  EIS  under  all  alternatives  must  establish  a careful  and  systematic  process  to 
evaluate  ecological  and  other  impacts  of  utility  corridor  and  facility  siting.  This  must  establish  a 
process  for  BLM  to  say  NO  to  Projects  where  significant  adverse  impacts  would  arise.  Under  all 
alternatives,  prohibition  of  corridors  and  development  in  biologically,  culturally,  or  other  “sensitive” 
areas  and  important  habitats  must  be  mandatory. 
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As  mitigation  here  - please  require  that  project  proponents  set  aside  significant  sums  for  purchase  of 
private  lands  with  important  biological  values,  as  well  as  for  purchase  of  public  lands  grazing  permits 
and  permanent  permit  retirement  for  the  specific  region  where  the  corridor  or  linked  new  development 
is  located.  This  EIS  should  amend  Land  Use  Plans  to  authorize  such  retirement. 


(10-60) 


How  much  power  will  be  lost  in  the  remote  lands  siting  of  energy  projects  that  may  tie  into  this  line, 
vs.  siting  closer  to  metro  areas  and/or  emphasis  on  local  and  more  self-sufficient  generation  of  wind, 
geothermal,  solar  and  other  power?  How  might  local  or  self-sufficient  generation  of  power  alleviate  or 
reduce  rolling  black-outs,  and  other  effects  of  an  overloaded  centralized  grid? 
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Again,  please  apply  these  comments  and  the  concerns  expressed  in  WWP’s  comments  on  the  DOE 
Corridors  EIS  (See  Below)  to  this  process  as  appropriate. 
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We  have  recently  received  Burley  BLM  Wind  Project  (MET  tower)  scoping  documents  - that  appear 
directly  linked  to  this.  It  appears  this  line  is  being  built  to  facilitate  such  projects  - mapping  shows  the 
line  southern  path  in  this  area.  We  again  request  that  t follow  the  freeway  - and  not  fragment  and 
destroy  new  areas. 
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In  the  vicinity  of  SE  Idaho  - please  consider  instead  following  the  freeway  to  Salt  Lake  and  then 
heading  north  along  existing  routes.  If  the  “Need”  is  really  because  there  is  more  demand  at  certain 
times  - then  adding  more  lines  in  existing  corridors  should  rectify  that. 

We  ask  that  these  comments  be  applied  to  all  parts  of  the  process. 

Sincerely, 

Katie  Fite 

Biodiversity  Director 
Western  Watersheds  Project 
PO  Box  2863 
Boise,  ID  83701 
208-429-1679 


February  14,  2008 

Comments  on  West -wide 
Energy  Corridor- 
Not  applicable 


DOE  West-wide  Corridor  PEIS 
Argonne  National  Laboratory 
9700  S.  Cass  Ave.,  Bldg.  900,  Mail  Stop  4 
Argonne,  IL  60439 


Dear  DOE, 

Here  are  amended  comments  by  Western  Watersheds  Project  and  the  Idaho  Wildlife  Federation  on  the 
West-wide  Energy  Corridor  PEIS.  This  BIS  would  authorize  6,055  miles  of  Energy  Corridors  that  are 
3300  feet  (3/4  of  a mile  wide)  ripped  across  some  of  the  most  remote  areas  of  the  American  West.  61% 
of  the  project  area  has  existing  rights-of-way  (either  utility  and/or  transportation  -DEIS  at  2-43)  - but 
large  portions  do  not.  Plus,  a road  right-of-way  is  nowhere  near  % mile  in  width  as  these  corridors  are. 
In  many  areas  with  existing  rights-of-way  (Nevada,  Oregon  critical  sagebrush  habitats  for  example), 
roads  or  powerlines  may  currently  exist,  but  they  are  relatively  small  (two  lane)  and  do  not  open  the 
door  to  colossal  development  of  public  lands  as  the  Westwide  corridors  will. 

W WP  has  also  previously  submitted  comments  as  part  of  this  process.  We  ask  that  all  those  comments 
be  carried  forward,  and  applied  to  this  EIS.  Plus,  we  are  Attaching  comments  and  letters  on  SWIP, 
Browns  Bench/China  Mountain,  Cotterell  wind  development,  and  other  energy  projects  that 
demonstrate  the  very  significant  ecological  problems  with  the  type  and  manner  of  large  industrial 
development  in  wild  land  or  remote  areas  of  public  lands  and  critical  sage  grouse  and  pygmy  rabbit 
habitats  that  this  EIS  is  designed  to  facilitate. 

We  are  dismayed  that  DOE  could  not  be  bothered  to  provide  sufficient  Hard  Copies  of  the  EIS. 
Sufficient  copies  were  not  printed  to  be  provided  to  the  public,  and  that  some  parties  - even 
government  agencies  - are  being  charged  for  documents.  This  appears  designed  to  limit  both  public 
agency  and  private  landowners  and  citizens  whose  interests  are  affected  by  this  mega  land  grab  that 
lays  down  a network  to  facilitate  fragmentation  and  mega  energy  company  exploitation  of  some  of  the 
West’s  most  important  wild  and  currently  undeveloped  landscapes. 


Critical  information  is  absent  from  many  of  the  maps.  The  DEIS  fails  to  show  all  existing  powerline, 
utility  or  other  corridors  in  or  near  these  areas,  and  across  the  Interior  West.  This  is  necessary  to 
understand  the  full  level  of  cumulative  effects  of  additional  development,  and  to  rationally  develop  a 
range  of  reasonable  alternatives.  It  also  fails  to  show  a plethora  of  highly  foreseeable  proposed  new 
energy  lines  that  may  be  punched  across  critical  sage  grouse  habitats  (examples:  Ruby,  Spectra  Energy 
Bronco,  etc ).  There  is  no  requirement  that  any  energy  company  or  utility  use  the  DOE  corridors  - in 
fact  a company  could  get  a right-of-way  right  beside  this  3/4  mile  swath.  In  our  discussions  of  SWIP 
legs  with  BLM  officials,  we  have  been  informed  that  MULTIPLE  corridors  may  need  to  be  designated 
-just  in  that  area  alone  if  all  the  industrial  energy  developments  of  public  lands  that  is  anticipated 
happens.  Why  designate  this  massive  corridor  if  additional  mushrooming  corridors,  even  in  the  same 
area,  can  be  obtained  at  any  time?  Or  -if  distance  separation  is  needed  between  various  energy 
conduits  in  the  corridor  and  % mile  won’t  even  suffice  - DOE  must  also  fully  address  this  issue. 

We  are  dismayed  at  either  the  purposeful  gross  mistakes  and  inaccuracies  of  the  DEIS  or  purposefully 
misleading  presentation  - all,  apparently,  designed  to  underestimate  the  impacts  of  corridor 
designation  and  bias  outcomes.  For  example,  DEIS  at  3-91,  Table  3.5-6  claims  that  only  15  or  so 
“named  streams  and  canals”  in  Idaho  are  crossed  by  Corridors.  This  is  wildly  off.  What  scale  of  map  is 
this  based  on?  A view  from  the  Moon?  For  example,  the  Corridor  in  Owyhee  County  crosses  many 
more  named  streams.  The  title  of  the  Table  is  “Aquifer  systems”  - aquifer  systems  do  not  in  any  way 
adequately  reflect  the  number  of  perennial  and  intermittent  streams  these  Corridors  cut  across.  When 
this  deficient  info  is  carried  forward  into  a summarized  effects  analysis  (EIS-25),  it  is  clearly  mis- 
represented as  the  number  of  perennial  and  intermittent  drainages  and  canals.  As  will  be  discussed 
later,  the  same  applies  even  to  the  estimation  of  foreseeable  wind  energy  development  sites,  which  is 
grossly  under-estimated  in  association  with  the  Corridor. 

The  DEIS  fails  to  consider  an  adequate  range  of  alternatives,  including  those  focused  on  locally 
generated  and  locally  used  power  - instead  of  transport  (and  much  associated  loss  of  electrical  power) 
across  long-distances  ripping  apart  critical  big  game  winter  ranges,  sage  grouse  habitats,  pygmy  rabbit 
habitats,  loggerhead  shrike  habitats,  cultural  and  historical  sites,  landscapes  and  ecosystems  critical  to 
the  integrity  of  National  Parks  and  Monuments,  ACEC,  WSAs  and  Wilderness  Areas,  etc. 

There  is  also  no  adequate  analysis  of  how  these  mega  corridors  that  are  to  serve  as  the  basis  for  siting 
hideous  polluting  coal  or  other  plants,  as  well  as  dynamiting  public  lands  to  carve  out  mega  corporate- 
owned  wind  farms , and  how  this  will  also  destroy  biodiversity  on  public  lands,  and  also  devalue 
private  lands  and  negatively  impact  the  human  residents  of  the  region. 

Adverse  impacts  to  residents  and  wildlife  and  potential  health  hazards  include:  Gas  explosions  and 
release  of  all  kinds  of  toxic  fumes,  routine  venting  or  other  operations  release  of  toxic  chemicals, 
herbicide  use  along  huge  disturbed  corridors  and  the  disturbance  associated  with  the  development  that 
will  be  spawned,  pollutants  associated  with  linked/facilitated  coal  plants  and  other  development,  spills 
or  leakage  of  all  manner  of  nasty  chemicals  ranging  from  PCBs  to  chemical  solvents,  ground  and 
surface  water  contamination  from  materials  transported  when  lines  break  or  rupture,  chemical 
contamination  from  material  s/substances  transported  or  spilled/leaked  by  the  uses  of  the  pipeline,  or 
that  may  contaminate  water  used  or  “run-through”  or  re-injected  in  association  with  geothermal  or 
other  development  that  will  be  spawned.  There  may  also  be  cumulative  impacts  of  herbicides  and 
chemicals  used  with  roadways  in  areas  where  the  Corridor  and  road  r-o-w-s  overlap. 

There  is  no  analysis  of  the  necessary  reduction  in  livestock  AUMs  across  the  entire  public  lands  path 
of  the  pipeline.  Infrastructure  placed  into  this  corridor,  and  all  of  the  roading  and  facilities  including 


those  potentially  fenced,  that  would  be  associated  with  this  uses  of  this  mega  swath  will  remove  or 
reduce  available  livestock  “forage”  across  thousands  of  miles  of  the  interior  West.  Necessary  AUM 
reductions  will  have  to  occur  on  all  associated  public  lands  grazing  permits. 

Understanding  of  the  current  ecological  health  of  all  pubic  lands  grazing  allotm  ents  in  and  near  this 
mega  corridor  will  also  be  necessary  in  order  to  conduct  a necessary  NEPA  analysis  of  all  the  direct, 
indirect,  cumulative,  and  additive/synergistic  adverse  effects  of  this  pipeline  — on  top  of  chronic 
grazing  disturbance.  It  is  necessary  to  understand  the  effects  of  the  additional  disturbance  associated 
with  Corridors  (if  grazing  use  is  in  any  way  facilitated),  and  which  may  be  much  more  likely  to  result 
in  new  invasive  species  problems  in  landscapes  already  degraded  and  disturbed  by  livestock,  and  thus 
“primed”  for  invasions.  See  Fleischner  (1994),  Belsky  and  Gelbard  (2000),  Gelbard  and  Belnap  2003. 

A Supplemental  EIS  is  clearly  required  to  fully  address  the  effects  on  public  lands  of  this  tremendous 
new  Corridor  disturbance  on  top  of  the  adverse  effects  of  habitat  degradation,  loss  and  fragmentation 
caused  by  livestock  grazing,  and  often  linked  wildfire,  roading,  vegetation  “treatments”  and  other 
disturbances.  Please  see  Fleischner  (1994),  Belsky  et  al.  1999,  Belsky  and  Gelbard  2000,  USD!  BLM 
2001  Belnap  et  al.  Technical  Bulletin  on  microbiotic  crusts)  to  understand  just  some  of  the  broad  array 
of  adverse  impacts  from  livestock  grazing  that  chronically  occur  a cross  many  portions  of  the  corridor 
and  areas  where  new  development  would  be  promoted.  If  portions  (or  all?)  of  this  corridor  is  not 
fenced  off-  then  how  will  livestock  grazing  be  dealt  with?  How  will  it  be  possible  to  rehab  disturbed 
Corridor  lands  (soils,  microbiotic  crusts,  native  vegetation  communities,  fragile  habitats)  with 
continued  chronic  grazing  disturbance?  There  is  no  annual  monitoring,  Ecological  Site  Inventory, 
Rangeland  Health,  allotment  evaluation,  lentic  or  lotic  PFC  monitoring  or  examination  of  condition  of 
aquatic  habitat  components  or  other  data  essential  to  understand  the  current  condition  of  the  lands  the 
Corridor  slices  across. 

All  of  this  is  necessary  to  understand  both  indirect  and  cumulative  impacts,  as  well  the  feasibility  or 
likelihood  of  any  rehab  of  disturbance  being  successful,  risk  of  weed  invasions  with  disturbance, 
current  chronic  grazing  disturbance  and  degradation  stressors  on  sage  grouse  and  other  habitats.  There 
is  no  baseline  information  provided  on  the  existing  livestock  facilities  that  serve  to  degrade  or 
fragment  essential  species  habitat  components  across  the  Corridor  and  landscape  impacts  - this 
includes  livestock  fences,  water  developments  (spring  “development”  and  de-watering  projects,  water 
pipelines  and  troughs,  wells)  salting  sites,  etc.  - all  of  which  may  have  spawned  an  extensive  road 
network  over  time  and  are  also  deleteriously  affecting  sage  grouse,  pygmy  rabbit  and  other  important 
and  sensitive  species  habitats.  Fleischner  (1994),  Frelich  (2003),  Connelly  et  al.  2004.  This  is  also 
essential  to  understand  the  impacts  additional  fencing,  roading  and  other  development  that  the  Corridor 
projects  and  linked  wild  land  industrial  developments  would  spawn. 

There  is  not  adequate  mitigation  or  other  action  associated  with  this  EIS  to  adequately  address  the 
deleterious  effects  of  pipeline,  powerline,  transformer  station,  new  or  expanded  roading,  etc.  associated 
with  placement  construction  and  maintenance  disturbance.  This  will  be  amplified  by  livestock 
degradation  of  the  corridor  area  and  its  surrounding  areas  where  development  will  be  promoted.  This  is 
essential  to  understand,  because  any  disturbance  effects  of  livestock  grazing  are  likely  to  be 
exacerbated  by  global  warming  processes.  Global  warming  is  also  likely  to  increase  cheatgrass  and 
other  invasive  species  problems  resulting  from  Corridor  and  livestock  disturbance.  This  will  lead  to 
further  altered  wildfire  cycles  (Whisenant  1991,  Billings  1994)  related  to  corridor  projects  and  grazing. 
See  Pellant  2007  USD1  BLM  Congressional  Testimony.  How  much  will  the  risk  of  wild  land  fires  (and 
thus  significant  losses  of  habitat)  increase  with  Corridor  development?  Wildfires  that  start  due  to 
construction  and  operation  accidents  (raptor  collisions  with  lines,  explosions,  maintenance  or  operation 


of  vehicles,  etc.)  may  spread  well  beyond  the  Corridor  and  affect  a vast  area  of  important  and  critical 
habitats  for  ESA-listed  species  and  sensitive  species  like  sage  grouse  and  pygmy  rabbit. 

Fences  (livestock  or  corridor-related  or  r-o-w  associated)  may  have  serious  adverse  effects  on  mule 
deer,  elk,  bighorn  sheep,  antelope,  sage  grouse,  and  many  migratory  bird  species  (Connelly  et  al. 

2004).  How  many  miles  of  fencing  will  be  associated  with  this  project  - under  a range  of  development 
scenarios?  How  will  that  block  or  impede  big  game  use  and  movement  - including  during  periods  of 
snow  accumulation  when  any  supposed  “wildlife  friendly”  spacing  will  not  be  “friendly”,  movement  to 
seasonal  ranges,  etc.  Where  are  all  critical  or  seasonal  ranges  located  in  the  landscape  impacted? 
During  nesting  season  for  migratory  birds,  any  Corridor  or  linked  facility  fences  - as  well  as  Corridor 
power  lines,  gas  lines,  compressor  stations,  etc.  - will  provide  even  more  elevated  perches  for  brown- 
headed cowbird  nest  parasites  on  species  like  sage  sparrow,  Brewer’s  sparrow,  sage  thrasher, 
loggerhead  shrike,  etc.,  or  perches  for  egg  predators  like  ravens,  or  predators  on  nesting  birds. 

Plus,  as  DEIS  Appendices  show,  the  Corridors  slice  across  or  impinge  on  Wildlife  Refuges, 

Wilderness  areas  and  other  important  wild  lands.  Note:  We  can  find  no  mention  of  Forest  Inventoried 
Roadless  Areas.  Placement  of  high  tension  lines  in  or  near  Wildlife  Refuges,  sage  grouse  leks, 
migratory  bird  flyways,  etc.  may  have  serious  adverse  impacts  to  migratory  birds  - and  result  in 
mortality  and  population  losses,  including  of  birds  that  breed  in  Canada,  and  are  internationally 
significant.  Where  are  all  known  migration  corridors  or  pathways?  Please  conduct  necessary  baseline 
studies  to  determine  migratory  bird  routes,  especially  in  the  Great  Basin  and  other  areas  where  such 
routes  may  be  less  known.  What  percentage  of  the  population  of  each  species  may  use  each  route? 

How  might  this  Corridor,  and  also  the  development  that  may  be  spawned  such  as  industrial  wind  farms 
on  remote  ranges  affect  population  viability? 

All  of  this  must  be  determined  NOW  in  a comprehensive  EIS  analysis-  as  many  of  the  Land  Use  Plans 
to  be  amended  contain  specific  protections  for  big  game  and  sensitive  species,  as  well  as  some  wildlife 
species  “forage”  allocations  and  population  goals.  The  consequences  of  any  Amendment  can  not  be 
understood  unless  current  and  comprehensive  wildlife  information  is  provided. 

Please  provide  a full  and  detailed  analysis  of  how  any  rehab  of  disturbed  areas  would  occur,  how  any 
rehabbed  areas  would  be  protected  from  grazing  - will  entire  pastures  be  closed?  - or  more  fencing 
built?  Will  native  species  only  be  used  in  any  site  rehab?  How  will  global  warming  impede  rehab  of 
Corridor  disturbance  zones?  This  is  no  small  question  - because  invasive  species  like  cheatgrass 
(promotes  wildfires  - see  Billings  1994)  and  tumbleweeds  thrive  in  disturbed  areas.  Windblown 
tumbleweeds  and  tumblemustards  at  times  endanger  motorists  on  roads,  clog  fences,  heighten  fire 
danger,  etc. 

There  is  no  detailed  analysis  of  the  adverse  effects  on  health  and  safety  of  motorists  on  federal,  state, 
and  local  highways  in  the  area  of  these  corridors.  What  dangers  does  the  infrastructure  foreseeable  here 
pose?  How  will  disturbance  result  in  windblown  weeds  that  may  be  a hazard?  What  effects  might 
fencing  have  in  concentrating  livestock  or  big  game  use  on  roadways?  What  exposure  will  passing 
motorists  have  to  herbicides  used  to  control  weeds  thriving  in  corridor  disturbance  zones?  Please  note 
that  the  BLM  Weed  EIS  (Vegetation  Treatment  EIS)  is  considered  by  many  to  be  greatly  inadequate  in 
addressing  ecological  and  human  and  wildlife  health  concerns  related  to  the  use  of  a great  number  of 
herbicides  across  public  lands.  Will  corridors  be  blocked  off  from  motorists  - or  will  all  of  the  reading 
necessary  to  construct  and  maintain  the  corridor  infrastructure 


How  will  this  (especially  transmission  lines)  affect  the  safety  of  small  plane  operation,  and  landing  at 
smaller  airstrips  across  this  vast  area?  This  can  have  ramifications  for  emergency  medical  service  on 
remote  areas,  state  or  federal  agency  monitoring  of  land  conditions  or  wildlife  populations,  wildland 
fire  fighting,  and  many  other  increasing  uses  of  small  plane  airstrips. 

There  is  no  discussion  or  analysis  of  the  current  ecological  health  or  importance  of  all  the  lands  that 
will  be  affected  by  this  swath,  or  the  lands  where  new  development  is  likely  to  occur  as  a result  of  this 
corridor.  This  is  important  not  only  to  understand  the  difficulty  of  any  rehabbing  and  the  likelihood  of 
invasive  species  dominance,  altered  fire  cycles,  etc.  with  Corridor  development,  but  also  to  understand 
the  relative  scarcity/tremendous  ecological  importance  - of  tearing  apart  the  remaining  less  developed 
landscapes  and  habitat  areas  especially  in  shrubsteppe,  salt  desert  shrub  and  other  arid  habitats. 
Landscapes  will  be  fragmented  and  tom  apart  once  the  Corridor  infrastructure  is  in  place.  Example: 
Figure  2.2.4  shows  areas  of  potential  wind  development  in  remote  areas.  We  stress  that  this  map 
seems  to  be  greatly  understating  possibilities  - vs.  western  Wind  Potential  maps  that  we  have  often 
seen!  Such  wind  development  - as  by  mega  often  foreign-owned  corporations  like  RES  UK  to  export 
power  to  Las  Vegas  or  some  other  big  city  (as  discussed  below,  see  Attached  Times-News  2008  article 
on  Browns  Bench  (China  Mountain).  However,  the  real  point  here  is  that  the  lands  in  the  Owyhee 
region  of  Oregon  and  Idaho  shown  for  Potential  Wind  Energy  contain  some  of  the  largest  remaining 
relatively  intact  blocks  of  shrubsteppe  habitat.  This  was  shown  in  ICBEMP  and  other  analyses 
(Wisdom  et  al.  2002,  Connelly  et  al.  2004).  Siting  this  mega  Corridor  that  will  promote  huge  corporate 
and  potentially  foreign-owned  wind  facilities  in  remote  areas  of  the  Owyhee  Canyonlands  would  doom 
sage  grouse,  pygmy  rabbit  and  other  imperiled  wildlife  species  populations  in  one  of  the  few  remaining 
“core”  population  areas.  Please  conduct  a full-scale  analysis  of  the  effec  ts  of  this  development  on  short 
term,  mid  term,  and  long-term  viability  of  all  ELM  sensitive  species  populations,  and  the  significance 
of  these  core  habitat  areas  and  populations  to  the  species  as  a whole  (see  Wisdom  et  al.  2002,  Connelly 
et  al.  2004  as  a starting  point  for  this  analysis). 

We  again  note  that  the  mapping  in  Figure  2.2.4  (page  2-17)  greatly  underplays  areas  of  potential  wind 
development  - including  large  areas  of  Nevada  BLM  lands  where  MET  towers  may  already  be  placed, 
and  where  wind  facilities  have  been  discussed.  Perhaps  this  is  being  done  to  minimize  public 
understanding  the  tremendous  damage  that  would  occur  with  the  long  north-south  leg  of  the  Corridor 
associated  with  the  greatly  inadequate  SWIP  segmented  EAs  being  conducted  in  bits  and  pieces  to  also 
minimize  public  understanding  of  the  full  effects  of  energy  corridor  development  in  the  West? 

There  has  been  a large  amount  of  discussion  and  promotion  of  wind  energy  development  on  remote 
public  lands  in  areas  in  and  near  the  SWIP  swaths.  Ely  and  Elko  BLM  know  this  - why  have  you  not 
included  that  here?  The  windy  ridges  and  plateaus  (both  in  the  area  colored  purple  on  your  map  as  well 
as  across  of  the  Nevada  landscape  that  you  have  omitted)  lands  are  critical  to  maintaining  viable 
populations  of  sage  grouse  and  pygmy  rabbit.  They  are  also  critical  migration  corridors  for  migratory 
birds,  and  placement  of  hazardous  powerlines,  wind  facilities,  likely  lighting  that  may  lure  some 
species  during  migration,  etc.  w'ould  have  international  significance  - as  these  serve  as  migration 
corridors  for  raptor,  migratory  songbird  and  perhaps  bat  movement  north  to  Canada  and  south  to 
Mexico.  The  bottom  line  is  that  the  EIS  appears  to  have  purposefully  downplayed  the  linked  and 
foreseeable  industrial  wind  farm  development  areas  to  cover  up  the  tremendous  ecological  footprint 
that  these  corridors  would  have. 

Figure  2.2.4  does,  however,  show  areas  of  “Potential  Geothermal  Energy  Development”.  This 
includes  the  entire  range  of  sage  grouse  and  pygmy  rabbit  in  Nevada  including  the  Nevada  Owyhee 
Canyonlands,  the  SWIP  zone  of  development  north-south  through  Nevada,  significant  wild  and 


undeveloped  areas  of  Oregon  including  the  Trout  Creek,  Alvord  Desert  and  Steens  region  and  portions 
of  the  Owyhee.  It  also  includes  large  swaths  of  the  Jarbidge  BLM  lands,  Bruneau  BLM  lands,  and 
much  the  northern  Snake  River  Plain  and  portions  of  the  Idaho  batholith.  Anything  that  facilitates 
industrialization  of  this  landscape  will  have  a tremendous  adverse  impacts  to  sage  grouse,  pygmy 
rabbit  and  other  important  and  sensitive  species  in  this  region,  as  well  as  rare  aquatic  biota. 

Development  of  geothermal  energy  facilitated  by  this  Corridor  would  have  a broad  array  of  adverse 
effects  to  wildlife,  recreational  uses  of  public  lands,  and  potentially  even  agriculture.  For  example,  the 
Bruneau  snail  is  an  ESA-listed  species  that  is  tied  to  hot  water  springs  in  the  lower  Bruneau  River 
watershed.  It  is  already  on  a trajectory  headed  towards  extinction  due  to  Simplot  and  other  large 
irrigators  depleting  ground  water.  Further  tapping  into  or  altering  geothermal  waters  would  accelerate 
aquifer  depletion  and  snail  extinction.  Geothermal  development  would  also  deplete,  alter  and 
potentially  destroy  important  recreational  hot  springs,  or  areas  with  important  cultural  importance  to 
Native  Americans. 

Large  geothermal  facilities  themselves  have  a significant  Footprint  on  the  environment,  and  lead  to 
further  habitat  loss,  alterations  and  fragmentation.  The  Footprint  includes  new  and/or  expanded  road 
networks  to  facilities,  new  spur  powerline  corridors  - and  all  the  adverse  effects  associated  with  these 
- from  elevated  perches  for  sage  grouse  nest  predators  or  pygmy  rabbit  predators  in  livestock-degraded 
landscapes  that  have  suffered  extensive  alteration  of  shrub  structure  and  denser  sagebrush  - to  weed 
invasions  from  disturbed  areas  choking  pygmy  rabbit  habitats.  There  is  also  greatly  increased  human 
activity  (including  during  sensitive  wildlife  wintering,  birthing  or  nesting  periods)  associated  with 
siting  energy  facilities  in  remote  areas,  as  well  as  increased  wildlife  mortality  on  roads,  or  from 
collisions  with  infrastructure. 

As  this  EIS  will  result  in  new  reading,  new  development,  transport  or  use  of  hazardous  substances  and 
environmental  pollutants/contaminants,  a broad  array  of  effects  on  ground  and  surface  waters  may 
occur.  These  effects  range  from  increased  sedimentation  (for  new  or  expand  road  networks)  that 
pollute  and  clog  endangered  or  sensitive  salmonid,  springsnail  or  other  habitats,  to 
polhition/contamination  from  PCBs,  petroleum  products,  herbicides,  etc.  contaminating  ground  and 
surface  waters  - with  impacts  to  aquatic  species,  wildlife,  human  populations  especially  rural  well 
water  users,  and  even  wild  horses. 

Construction  of  new  roads  or  facilities  with  this  mega-Corridor  will  alter  hydrological  processes,  and 
may  affect  both  ground  and  surface  waters  - and  a broad  range  of  native  wildlife  species,  and  human 
uses  and  enjoyment  of  w'ild  land  waters  - including  fishing  opportunities . For  example,  sage  grouse 
brood  rearing,  especially  in  desertified  livestock-depleted  landscapes  is  tied  to  green  vegetation  on  wet 
meadow  and  other  areas.  Reading  that  alters  hydrological  flows,  or  energy  development  linked  to  this 
EIS  that  depletes  ground  or  surface  waters,  may  have  significant  adverse  impacts  to  sage  grouse. 

On  top  of  this,  geothermal  or  other  development  linked  to  or  spawned  by  this  mega-Corridor  will 
further  later  or  deplete  surface  and  ground  waters.  Of  great  importance  are  the  effects  of  potential 
depletion  on  exceedingly  scarce  spring  sources  in  high  desert  regions  of  Nevada,  Idaho,  Oregon, 
California.  Springs  are  critical  to  a broad  array  of  wildlife,  and  many  have  already  suffered  large-scale 
degradation,  depletion  and  in  some  cases  been  killed  entirely  by  the  effects  of  livestock  grazing  and 
BLM  and  forest  service  “development”  for  livestock.  See  Sada  et  al.  2001,  BLM  Technical  Bulletin, 
describing  the  sad  and  sorry  state  of  many  of  the  region’s  springs.  A Supplemental  EIS  must  fully 
examine  the  current  condition  (including  both  water  quantity  and  quality  and  any  documented  changes 
over  time  up  to  this  point)  of  springs,  seeps  and  riparian  areas  across  the  affected  landscape.  It  must 


then  determine  the  effects  of  Corridor  and  associated,  linked  or  foreseeable  development  on  these 
critical  riparian/watershed  areas. 

Riparian  areas  across  the  arid  West  will  be  under  even  greater  stress,  and  facing  further  flow 
reductions  due  to  diminished  snow  pack,  increased  temperatures,  and  other  factors  linked  to  global 
warming.  How  will  this  Corridor  and  the  linked  and  foreseeable  development  amplify  global  warming 
effects  and  losses  to  riparian  areas? 

How  will  development  of  this  corridor  affect  municipal  watersheds? 

There  is  no  analysis  of  the  enhanced  national  security  protection  for  energy  (not  to  mention  the  energy 
conservation  that  could  occur)  with  locally  generated  and  used  power  vs.  this  mega  swath  where  many 
energy  structures/facilities  would  be  concentrated. 

The  effort  appears  aimed  at  promoting  and  continuing  large  corporate  control  of  the  nation’s  energy 
supply.  Now  the  Bush  administration  has  run  this  country  into  trillions  of  dollars  of  debt,  at  the  same 
time  as  large  energy  companies  have  profited.  It  is  now  many  of  the  same  giant  energy  corporations 
that  would  most  benefit  from  opening  up  vast  swaths  of  public  land  to  large-scale  corporate  energy 
facility  development  with  this  West-wide  Energy  Corridor  DEIS.  Many  of  the  corporate  entities  are 
foreign-owried  or  have  significant  foreign  ownership.  How  can  it  be  considered  energy  independence, 
or  in  the  interests  of  “national  security”  to  push  in  these  mega-corridors  - when  the  energy  that  is 
developed  will  often  be  controlled  by  foreign  money  interests,  and  thus  to  an  unknown  and  unassessed 
degree  - subject  to  foreign  control?  This  seems  sort  of  like  the  energy  equivalent  of  the  Dubai  Ports 
deaf.  With  wind,  geothermal  or  other  energy  development  across  pubic  lands,  even  remote  areas  in  the 
heart  of  the  country  will  come  under  control  of  energy  giants.  Reliance  on  this  system  only  facilitates 
the  Enron-type  crises  engineered  for  financial  speculation  and  other  purposes  - and  that  could  run 
counter  to  national  security. 

Plus,  this  EIS  also  encourages  remote  siting  of  coal  or  natural  gas  plants  - again  something  that  could 
only  be  done  with  a tremendous  investment  and  under  control  of  a few  powerful  corporations.  It  also 
thus  promotes  the  large-scale  environmental  ravages  of  public  lands  to  obtain  coal,  natural  gas,  oil 
shale,  tar  sands,  or  other  fossil  energy. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  part  of  the  purpose  behind  this  appears  to  be  to  facilitate  and  ensure  continued 
large  corporation  dominance  of  energy  by  encouraging  remote  public  wild  land  “development”  that  is 
only  likely  to  occur  with  massive  investments  of  capital.  Under  this  EIS,  both  “renewable”  - even 
though  it  is  hard  to  consider  dynamiting  an  industrial  wind  facility  into  a mountain  on  top  of  sage 
grouse  leks  “renewable”-  and  non-renewable  energy  on  an  industrial  scale,  and  exporting  energy 
across  long  distances  - is  the  focus.  A Supplemental  EIS  must  be  prepared  to  examine  the  frill 
economic  and  energy  ’’security”  effects  of  the  energy  structure  of  the  U.  S.  that  this  promotes. 

We  are  also  very  concerned  that  sufficient  independent  analysis  of  chokepoints  and  solutions  for 
chokepoints  has  not  occurred.  It  is  in  the  interests  of  large  energy  producers  and  power  companies  the 
may  be  in  league  with  to  claim  problems  exist  where  there  are  none.  Look  at  Enron!  We  ask  that  court 
records  and  proceedings  related  Enron  be  analyzed  as  part  of  this  EIS  to  determine  any  real  need,  and 
the  way  energy  companies  may  currently  be  gaming  the  system  to  claim  chokepoints. 

A much  broader  range  of  alternatives  must  be  developed  to  focus  on  smaller,  less  destructive  energy 
production  - and  that  includes  using  existing  corridors  wherever  possible.  There  has  been  no 


systematic  and  fact-based  examination  of  any  “need”  for  the  particular  swaths  of  the  single  EIS 
alternative. 

Promoting  and  relying  on  huge  energy  projects  detracts  funding,  interest  and  incentives  (both  federal 
and  private)  from  efforts  to  develop  local  conservation,  and  home-produced  energy  such  as  solar  or 
wind-powered  houses  with  power  generated  on-site.  By  promoting  giant  developments,  this  DEIS  and 
its  very  limited  ONE  alternative  also  cuts  against  small,  local  producers  such  as  wind  farms  on  the 
depleted,  marginal  irrigated  private  ag  lands  of  the  Snake  River  Plain  where  there  is  sufficient  wind  for 
energy  and  no  public  land  would  be  destroyed. 

The  single  DEIS  alternative  that  promotes  remote  siting  and  large-scale  exploitation,  development  and 
destruction  of  public  lands  also  promotes  large  corporate  interests  at  the  expense  of  smaller,  diversified 
local  energy  producers.  It  frees  industrial  wind  farm  developers  of  paying  for  use  of  private  lands  - and 
instead  the  pay  much  cheaper  fees  for  rights-of-way  and  land  use  on  the  pubic  lands  that  they  destroy. 
Mitigation  for  any  “renewable”  resource  that  will  be  spawned  by  this  is  likely  to  be  minimal  - example 
- the  Burley  BLM  Cotterell  wind  farm  EIS  (which  we  incorporate  by  reference)  shows  how  little  the 
public  receives  in  mitigation  for  these  industrial  sites  that  wipe  out  sage  grouse  and  other  native 
wildlife  populations. 

How  are  these  energy  corridors  related  to  NAFTA?  This  was  a highly  controversial  trade  agreement 
that  has  resulted  in  the  loss  of  American  jobs.  How  might  development  of  this  mega-Corridor  promote 
out-of-basin  piping  of  water  - such  as  the  Southern  Nevada  Water  Authority  water  exploitation  and 
aquifer  mining  of  Spring  valley  and  other  areas  of  central  Nevada  and  Utah  underlain  by  a deep 
carbonate  aquifer.  Could  this  corridor  be  used  for  moving  water  across  the  West  - as  well  as  “energy” 
related  materials  and  power?  If  so,  where  is  it  foreseeable  that  water  would  be  removed  from,  and 
exported  to?  In  the  late  1950s  and  early  1960s,  there  was  a proposal  for  a large  water  transport  system 
to  take  Canadian,  Idaho  and  other  water  south  and  to  California.  Please  review  that  proposal,  and 
examine  how  this  energy  corridor  - if  foreseeably  used  for  water  pipelines  as  well,  may  affect  local, 
regional  and  national  water  supplies  and  established  uses  as  well  as  critical  ESA-listed  and  other 
important  species  habitats? 

This  EIS  and  its  single  alternative  promotes  global-warming  gas  producing  coal-fired  plants  in  areas 
with  currently  cleaner  air,  and  it  also  promotes  mega  industrial  wind  farm  and  other  complexes  in 
remote  areas  of  public  lands  where  their  Footprint  and  harm  to  the  environment  will  be  maximized. 
This  is  the  dead  opposite  path  that  the  U.  S.  should  be  taking  in  the  21st  century. 

The  full  carbon  and  other  green  house  gas  footprint  of  all  materials  involved  in  any  of  the  facilities, 
lines,  etc  here  - from  steel  to  transformers  - such  as  involved  in  monstrous  powerlincs  that  might  be 
built  must  be  estimated. 

You  must  also  examine  the  costs  of  transport  of  materials  (likely  from  China)  for  materials  for  mega- 
power or  pipelines  here,  and  the  oil  and  other  energy  costs  and  emissions  produced  for  construction 
and  support  operations  for  this.  Please  factor  into  this  the  LOSS  of  energy  in  transport  over  long 
distances.  Please  consider  this  under  an  array  of  development  scenarios  as  part  of  an  impacts  analysis, 
including  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts.  How  does  this  compare  to  the  Carbon  and  other  global 
warming  gas  and  energy  footprint  of  small,  localized  technology  for  America’s  energy  independence. 

DOE  must  provide  a detailed  analysis  of  the  scale  and  degree  of  coal  plant  emissions  that  would  occur 
from  plant  development  linked  to  this  mega  new  corridor.  How  will  such  coal  plant  development  - like 


the  proposed  Ely  coal  plants  or  Toquop  affect  cleaner  air,  visibility  over  national  parks  and 
monuments,  wilderness  areas  and  WSAs,  etc.  contribute  to  global  warming  gases,  etc.  How  many 
Toquops  or  Ely  -lie  plants  are  foreseeable  under  the  DEIS  proposed  action?  The  layout  of  the 
Corridors  looks  like  a Mega  Energy  company  wishlist  to  exploit  areas  with  currently  relatively  cleaner 
air  and  pollute  it.  Such  pollution  becomes  an  environmental  justice  issue,  as  communities  most  likely 
to  be  close  to  remote  coal  plants  are  often  minority  or  Native  American.  It  also  would  destroy  air 
quality  and  generate  haze  over  national  parks,  like  Great  Basin  National  Park,  southern  Utah,  and 
downwind  areas  like  the  Jarbidge  Wilderness. 

DOE  must  also  provide  detailed  analysis  and  information  on  the  current  power  line  and  other  utility 
corridors  across  the  Project  Area,  so  the  full  cumulative  effects  of  these  can  be  understood.  'These  are 
simply  not  adequately  shown  or  examined  in  this  EIS. 

The  DEIS  provides  some  species  lists.  However,  DOE  or  land  management  agencies  have  conducted 
no  current,  site-specific  surveys  for  rare  or  imperiled  species  over  the  project  areas  - and  that  includes 
surveys  for  rare  plants  - which  are  likely  to  be  greatly  affected  by  invasive  species  promoted  by 
disturbance  from  construction,  operation,  and  linked  developments  associated  with  the  Corridors. 

We  are  appalled  at  how  little  consideration  is  given  to  nationally  significant  biological  resources  that 
are  affected  and  will  be  further  imperiled  or  driven  extinct  under  the  profligate  development  of  public 
wild  lands  that  this  EIS  promotes.  Two  prime  examples  are  sage  grouse  and  pygmy  rabbit. 

The  recently  constructed  Nevada  Falcon-Gonder  powerline  newly  fragmented  critical  sagebrush  and 
pin  yon-juniper  communities  and  important  sage  grouse,  pygmy  rabbit,  loggerhead  shrike,  pinyon  jay 
and  other  BLM  sensitive  and  rare  and  declining  species  habitats.  Now  powerline  sage  grouse 
“mitigation”  studies  are  showing  that  sage  grouse  nesting  success  is  plummeting  - as  raven 
populations  that  thrive  with  elevated  perches  and  increased  disturbance  rise. 

At  the  time  it  was  built,  I commented  on  that  process  too.  It  was  claimed  then  that  purpose  of  the  line 
was  not  really  known.  Well,  it  turns  out  that  the  purpose  was  known  all  along  —it's  just  that  the  energy 
companies  were  doing  things  in  a sly  way  - first  get  a leg  of  the  powerline  corridor  in  - then  propose 
building  mega  coal-fired  powerplants  in  the  heart  of  the  Great  Basin  - plants  that  if  built  will  now 
spew  polluting  air  into  some  of  the  cleanest  air  in  the  nation.  WWP  stresses  that  NOW  a leg  of  this 
DOE  EIS  ties  right  into  the  area  of  the  proposed  Ely  coal  plants. 

The  likely  decline  of  sage  grouse,  of  course,  had  all  been  anticipated  and  a science-based  analysis 
beforehand  would  have  shown  this  (Connelly  et  al.  2000,  Connelly  et  al.  2004).  Note:  Copy  of  Sage 
Grouse  Conservation  Assessment  on  cd  included  with  WWP  comments  on  this  DOE  EIS.  Powerlines 
provide  ample  sage  grouse  avian  predator  and  egg-predator  perches  - where  ravens  can  scan  for  nests. 
Powerlines  are  always  accompanied  by  new  roading.  Additional  roading  and  other  disturbance  also 
increases  sage  grouse  nest  predator  travel  corridors. 

It  is  alarming  to  us  that  “mitigation”  for  mega  powerlines  and  energy  corridors  is  minimal  and  consists 
largely  of  minor  measures  and  a bit  of  “research”  dollars  to  Game  Departments  or  BLM  to  once  again 
prove  that  already  known  to  be  highly  predictable  wildlife  declines  and  species  loss  will  occur.  Such 
highly  damaging  powerlines,  carved  into  core  habitats  for  sensitive  species  are  virtually  always  given 
the  greenlight  - despite  the  long-lasting  tremendous  impact  these  developments  have  on  wildlife, 
watersheds,  native  plant  communities  and  much-increased  risk  of  weed  development,  cultural  sites, 
wild  land  recreational  uses,  etc.  DOE  must  fully  examine  the  large-scale  deleterious  effects  of 


development  of  these  Corridors,  as  well  as  other  foreseeable  linkage  or  development  power  lines  that 
will  result,  and  provide  some  sizable  mitigation  funding  and  significant  mitigation  actions  - not  just 
giving  the  Game  Department  some  funds  to  study  grouse  and  kill  some  junipers,  and  fragment  more 
habitats. 

As  part  of  the  DEIS  process  - and  certainly  a supplemental  DEIS  must  be  prepared  to  adequately  do 
this  as  well  as  evaluate  a full  range  of  science-based  alternatives  - we  ask  that  DOE  use  the 
methodology  and  science  in  the  Sage  Grouse  Conservation  Assessment  (Connelly  et  al.  2004)  to 
conduct  a science  based  analysis  of  the  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  effects  of  the  designation  and/or 
development  of  the  Energy  Corridors  as  shown  in  the  DEIS  and  under  a full  range  of  new  alternatives 
for  a broad  range  of  species. 

For  example,  conduct  current  and  updated  habitat  impact  and  fragmentation  analyses  for  all  sage 
grouse  populations  as  described  in  the  Connelly  et  al.  2004  assessment.  Then,  take  this  one  step 
further,  and  examine  the  effects  on  “Population  Management  Units”,  as  described  and  defined  in,  for 
example,  the  Nevada  Sage  Grouse  Plan.  Since  both  the  sage  grouse  Range-wide  CA  and  the  state- 
specific  planning  documents  like  the  Nevada  Bi-state  plan  are  now  a few  years  old,  please  collect  and 
apply  current  data.  In  Nevada,  for  example,  the  claimed  population  increases  of  sage  grouse  from 
much  more  intensive  sampling  in  the  early  2000s  are  now  dropping.  In  all  of  these  efforts  - the  broader 
populations  of  the  CA  and  the  smaller  PMUS,  please  examine  the  current  effects  of  fragmentation  and 
loss  of  habitats  - including  fire,  livestock  fences  and  other  infrastructure,  roads,  existing  and 
foreseeable  energy  development,  powerlines,  etc.  Please  project  effects  to  populations  overtime  with 
and  without  development  of  this  mega  utility  corridor  in  the  area.  Please  do  this  under  all  of  a greatly 
expanded  range  of  alternatives. 

Please  use  analyses  as  found  in  ICBEMP  and  other  current  science-based  assessments  such  as  the 
ICBEMP  Wisdom  et  al.  2002  species  examination  and  other  ICBEMP  documents,  also  Nevada 
Wisdom  et  al.  2003  assessment,  and  the  Wyoming  Basin  Environmental  Analysis  (WBEA)  to  examine 
the  full  range  of  ecological  threats  and  habitat  fragmentation  that  currently  exists  for  other  sensitive 
species,  as  well  especially  the  pygmy  rabbit. 

Note  that  the  WBEA  Assessment  did  not  take  into  account  the  effects  of  livestock  grazing  and 
livestock-related  infrastructure  - this  a cause  for  serious  concern,  and  must  be  included  in  the  analyses 
conducted  to  examine  the  effects  of  the  West-wide  EIS  Corridor  legs  under  all  alternatives,  including 
baseline/No  Action. 

As  mitigation  for  every  leg  of  this  DOE  corridor,  WWP  requests  that  the  DOE/federal  government  set 
up  a substantial  fund  to  purchase  and  retire  public  lands  grazing  permits  across  regions  where  sage 
grouse  and  other  native  wildlife  habitats  and  populations  will  be  adversely  affected  by  this  project. 

This  DOE  EIS  should  work  with  BLM  and  the  USFS  to  contain  language  that  amends  Land  Use  Plans 
and  allows  for  permanent  retirement  of  grazing  permits  so  purchased.  Funding  should  come  from  the 
federal  government,  as  well  as  coal  or  foreign-owned  mega  wind  farm  proponents  like  RES  UK  or 
other  companies  that  may  benefit  from  these  West-wide  corridors. 

This  DOE  EIS  must  disclose  all  the  reasonably  foreseeable  new  powerlines,  gas  [pipelines,  water 
pipelines  (like  the  SN  WA  aquifer-mining  pipelines  to  Las  Vegas,  or  the  Harvey  Whittemore  Geyser 
Ranch  to  Coyote  Springs  developments)  and  other  energy  developments  that  are  being  discussed,  or 
are  likely.  Then,  an  analysis  of  the  environmental  footprint,  if  built,  must  be  provided. 


This  EIS  seems  aimed  at  turning  large  tracts  of  public  lands,  and  little-developed  areas  into  Energy 
provinces  of  larger  population  centers  - where  all  the  environmental  damage  and  adverse  Footprint  - 
ranging  from  coal  plant  pollution  to  herbicide  use  to  control  the  proliferation  of  weeds  in  the  corridor 
and  linked  development  areas  - will  affect  large  areas  of  the  interior  West  - and  Its  human 
populations,  wildlife,  and  other  important  attributes. 

In  Idaho,  WWP’s  members  would  be  “downwinders”  of  the  toxic  rain  of  mercury  and  other  pollutants 
that  would  result  from  development  of  the  lands  associated  with  the  Nevada  Corridors.  We  received 
the  nuclear  fallout  from  this  region.  Wind  roses  for  this  area  are  no!  adequate  in  the  cursory  EIS 
analaysis. 

The  full  Footprint  of  the  project  on  ALL  important  resources  and  values  of  public  lands  must  be 
assessed.  This  includes  the  scale  and  degree  of  wind,  geotherm  al,  solar  or  other  mega  often  foreign 

While  the  Energy  Policy  Act  may  direct  corridors  be  established,  it  does  not  direct  that  be  established 
in  the  species  habitats  here  - which  maximize  impacts  on  many  critical  and  nationally  significant  and 
important  environmental  resources. 

DOE  has  considered  a much  too  meager  range  of  alternatives.  DOE  should  consider  a full  range  of 
alternative  actions,  including  siting  any  corridors  paralleling  interstate  Highway  systems  and  existing 
large  powerline  routes  (i.  e bundling),  not  establishing  huge  new  powerlines  across  remote  or  little- 
developed  areas,  and  a broad  range  of  alternatives. 

The  RES  UK  foreign  energy  company  proposal  to  construct  a mega  wind  farm  on  Browns  Bench 
(called  the  China  Mountain  project)  in  a critical  sage  grouse  and  pygmy  rabbit  habitat  in  the  Jarbidge 
BLM  lands  south  of  Twin  Falls  illustrates  of  much  that  is  wrong  with  the  energy  development  that  the 
EIS  promotes  with  its  single  Alternative.  See  2 008  Times-News  article.  See  W WP  and  IWF  Appeal  of 
MET  tower  placement  (Attached). 

In  the  case  of  Browns  Bench/China  Mountain,  the  lands  lie  in  the  Jarbidge  Field  Office,  while  the 
West-wide  corridor  is  located  in  lands  of  an  even  older  LUP  area  by  a different  Field  Office  (Burley). 
However,  plans  are  already  underway  to  develop  a large  new  bridge  across  Salmon  Falls  Creek  that 
would  span  the  2 areas  to  facilitate  movement  of  mega  wind  turbines  to  develop  the  Browns  Bench 
site.  This  demonstrates  the  complexity  and  scale  of  the  many  development  projects  and  adverse 
environmental  effects  that  would  occur  from  this  project. 

The  impacts  that  this  development  will  have  on  public  wild  lands  and  America’s  wildlife  heritage 
would  be  devastating.  The  foreign  energy  company  has  already  violated  terms  of  a right-of-way  for 
MET  tower  placement.  Please  see  Attached  WWP  Appeal  and  Comments  on  MET  tower  placement 
for  the  RES  UK  (a  FOREIGN-owned  energy  mega)  and  Sierra  Pacific  that  plans  to  export  the  power  to 
Las  Vegas.  This  is  a perfect  example  of  the  destruction  of  critical  wildlife  habitats  to  benefit  urban 
energy  waste  and  excess,  and  the  role  of  foreign-owned  energy  companies  in  proposals  that  would 
devastate  America’s  public  lands  and  wildlife  populations  like  sage  grouse.  See  Attached  2008  Times- 
News  article  by  Matt  Christensen. 


Please  see  the  Attached  Jarbidge  AMS  to  understand  the  large-scale  depletion  of  sagebrush  habitats  in 
this  large  1.3  million  acres  landscape.  Since  the  AMS  was  finalized  in  early  July  2007,  over  half  a 
million  acres  of  the  Jarbidge  lands  burned  in  later  summer  2008  fires.  Now,  pretty  much  the  only  intact 
block  of  habitat  left  is  the  Browns  Bench/China  Mountain  area  where  this  massive  and  destructive 
project  and  environmental  destruction  would  be  facilitated  by  the  Westwide  BIS.  Linked  to  this  project 
would  be  large-scale  road  cuts,  dy  namiting,  a plethora  of  new  powerlines,  and  large-scale  human 
disturbance  of  the  only  area  in  1 .3  million  acres  JFO  that  may  contain  anything  resembling  a viable 
population  in  the  short-term.  In  the  mid  and  long-term,  especially  with  ANY  disturbance  development 
on  top  of  the  huge  Footprint  of  livestock  grazing  and  fire  fragmentation  across  the  Jarbidge,  sage 
grouse  would  very  foreseeably  be  extirpated  here.  This  EIS  will  promote  rapid  ESA  listing  of  sage 
grouse,  pygmy  rabbit  and  other  sagebrush-dependent  species. 

In  addition,  an  area  like  Browns  Bench  is  a migratory  bird  migration  corridor,  as  well  as  several  areas 
that  would  be  flung  open  to  development  by  SWIP  and  the  various  legs  of  SWIP  greatly  expanded  on 
in  the  Westwide  EIS. 

Even  a highly  conservative  Bush  BLM  RAC  (Lower  Snake  River  District)  opposed  development  of  a 
mega  wind  farm  here,  in  discussion  of  MET  tower  placement.  Yet,  this  EIS  is  predicated  on 
maximizing  development  like  Browns  Bench  that  is  opposed  by  local  entities. 

SWIP  is  a prime  example  of  how  the  DOE  EIS  and  BLM  appear  to  be  coasting  on  long-outdated  and 
deficient  environmental  analysis.  It  is  unclear  if  the  Westwide  EIS  is  trying  to  rely  on  long-outdated 
analyses  in  old  LUPs  or  the  musty  Idaho  Power  SWIP  EIS  as  somehow  being  adequate  for  any 
consideration  of  effects  of  the  DOE  EIS  across  several  hundred  miles  of  Nevada.  WWP  believes  SWIP 
analyses  certainly  are  not. 

Large  areas  of  Nevada,  Idaho,  and  other  important  wild  lands  traverse  by  the  various  SWIP  legs,  and 
the  surrounding  sage  grouse  and  other  habitats  that  would  be  destroyed,  have  only  old  or  outdated 
Land  Use  Plans.  Ee  Attached  WWP  comments  on  SWIP. 

Plus,  in  many  instances,  the  imposition  of  this  large  SWIP  lines  on  top  of  the  increasingly  fragmented 
sage  grouse,  pygmy  rabbit  and  other  important  habitats  in  Elko  and  Ely  and  southern  Idaho  BLM  lands 
would  likely  be  in  violation  of  existing  land  use  plans.  That  certainly  is  the  case  for  the  sensitive 
species  and  wildlife  provisions  of  the  Wells  and  Elko  RMP  and  many  other  Land  Use  Plans  in  lands 
impacted  by  this  behemoth.  Is  this  DOE  EIS  planning  to  amend  LUPS  to  authorize  SWIP?  Or  will 
current  approval  for  SWIP  be  a wholy  separate  process?  This  Westwide  EIS  can  not  just  waltz  in, 
impose  this  much-opposed  huge  project,  and  amend  LUPs  without  undertaking  a very  detailed  site- 
specific  analysis  of  effects,  including  how  this  type  of  development  may  be  in  direct  contradiction  to 
Land  Use  Plan  policies  for  Threatened  or  Endangered  or  candidate  species,  important  and  sensitive 
species,  cultural  resources,  recreational  resources,  watersheds,  etc. 

Some  Additional  Comments 

The  DEIS  is  supposed  to:  Designate  corridors  for  oils,  gas,  hydrogen  pipelines  and  electricity 
transmission  and  distribution  corridors.  Will  these  also  be  used  for  water,  or  other  liquid  transport?  For 
example  the  SNWA  aquifer  mining  pipelines  are  highly  controversial.  Please  provide  a full  and 
detailed  analysis  of  any  foreseeable  additional  uses,  including  for  water  or  wastes. 


The  DEIS  does  not  appear  to  amend  LUPS  to  require  that  any  utility  companies  (gas,  electricity,  etc.) 
actually  bundle  new  projects  into  these  corridors.  Instead  it  leaves  the  door  wide  open  for  a plethora  of 
OTHER  lines,  corridors  and  developments  paralleling  the  path  or  area  of  the  Corridor.  There  is  no 
requirement  for  “bundling”. 

There  is  little  discussion  of  hydropower  in  the  West  and  the  grid  that  supports  movement  of  this 
energy,  or  any  additional  developments  associated  with  even  more  dams  being  proposed  - as  in 
Washington  state  There  is  no  discussion  that  we  can  find  that  sufficiently  addresses  various 
conservation  actions  and  other  efforts  that  might  provide  alternative  ways  to  relieve  congestion. 

The  DEIS  mentions  “congestion”,  and  49,430  existing  miles  of  transmission  lines,  27,000  miles  of 
natural  gas  lines,  two  million  miles  [is  this  really  correct  - or  is  the  EIS  treating  oil  differently  than 
electrical  lines)  of  oil  pipelines  (how  many  in  the  West???).  The  DEIS  fails  to  identify  all  of  these 
existing  powerlines,  oil  and  gas  lines,  etc.  on  maps.  The  DEIS  fails  to  adequately  examine  the  areas  of 
congestion,  and  alternative  ways  to  relieve  congestion. 

This  claims  to  be  enhancing  capability  of  the  grid,  but  not  provide  necessary  analysis  to  allow 
understanding  of  why  only  the  Proposed  Action  in  that  and  only  that  location,  would  magically 
achieve  this  compared  to  a broad  range  of  other  alternative  locations,  conservation  actions,  and  more 
localized  energy  development. 

Will  this  corridor  facilitate  remote  siting  of  nuclear  plants?  If  so,  this  is  a major  human  health  issue 
that  needs  to  be  thoroughly  examined.  This  will  also  generate  hazardous  waste  that  somehow  must  be 
dealt  with.  Plus,  nuclear  energy  requires  a large  volume  of  water  for  cooling,  and  any  nuclear 
development  in  the  water-scarce  West  may  greatly  strain  and  deplete  waters  - plus  has  a potential  for 
contamination  and  pollution. 

How  is  this  Corridor  potentially  or  foreseeably  or  known  to  be  linked  to  military  uses?  We  can  not  help 
but  notice  that  it  comes  close  to  many  military  areas.  Is  the  military  advocating  that  this  be  built  for 
training  or  development  of  new  or  expanded  weapons?  What  about  the  ENEL  path?  Is  this  associated 
with  more  nuclear  development  at  INEL?  If  so,  what  are  the  potential  health  risks  to  human 
populations?  How  is  this  related  to  current  or  proposed  rail  corridors? 

Will  there  be  disposals  of  public  land  to  promote  compressor  station  or  other  facility  siting  linked  to 
this  Corridor?  If  so,  where  and  how  much?  How  much  additional  public  land  w ill  be  lost  as  a result  of 
this? 

Issuance  of  rights-of-way  by  federal  agencies  is  often  just  the  start  of  a long  process  of  violations. 
Companies/r-o-w  holders  extend  uses  beyond  rights-of-way,  do  things  first  before  getting  agency 
authorization,  etc.  A full  analysis  of  the  risk  associated  with  any  rights  of  way  and  potential  lack  of 
compliance  with  provisions  must  be  thoroughly  examined. 

Will  this  facilitate  additional  cyanide  heap  leach  gold  mining,  and  linked  mercury  poisoning  of 
regional  airsheds  and  waters  from  energy-intensive  gold-roasting  operations  by  foreign-owned  gold 
mines  like  Newmont  and  Barrick  Goldstrike  in  Nevada?  'Hie  path  of  the  Corridors  through  Nevada 
certainly  look  like  they  will.  What  adverse  effects  will  this  have  on  human  health,  and  on  aquatic  biota 
exposed  to  mercury  and  other  poisons  - on  top  of  the  adverse  effects  of  the  mercury  and  other  poisons 
released  by  the  coal  or  other  energy  plants  associated  with  this  Corridor? 


How  will  this  corridor  promote  weeds,  wild  land  fire,  and  accelerated  loss  of  sage  grouse  and  other 
arid  lands  species  through  more  frequent  and  unnatural  fires? 

For  example,  weeds  like  cheatgrass  invade  disturbance  zones  associated  with  this  corridor  and  the 
Pandora’s  box  of  other  development  that  it  opens.  Raptor  electrocutions  on  powerlines  are  an 
increasing  cause  of  wildland  fires  in  the  arid  West,  as  are  OHV  and  vehicle  catalytic  converter  fires  on 
unpaved  roads  and  berms.  Given  that  a large  series  of  roads,  and  intensive  motorized  access  to  tend 
various  facilities,  compressors,  etc  may  be  required,  this  is  all  likely  to  very  significantly  increase  fire 
starts,  and  further  expand  and  accelerate  loss  of  wild  land  habitats  from  fire  in  salt  desert  shrub, 
sagebrush,  and  pinyon-juniper  habitats. 

It  is  very  likely  that  the  corridors  and  the  developments  that  they  spawn  will  result  in  a very  large  area 
of  new  “wildland  urban  interfaces”,  where  agencies  will  seek  to  do  large-scale  vegetation  manipulation 
projects.  This  will  increase  disturbance  - and  likelihood  of  weeds  and  habitat  and  species  losses.  This, 
of  curse,  will  spawn  additional  loss  and  fragmentation  of  sage  grouse,  pygmy  rabbits  and  other 
important  species  habitats. 

The  corridors  traverse  or  are  located  right  next  to  Historic  trails  like  the  Oregon  Trail,  and  will  greatly 
mar  scenic  viewsheds,  natural  ambiance,  etc.  The  EIS  must  fully  examine  the  adverse  effects  to  public 
enjoyment  of  historic  sites,  and  potential  adverse  effects  on  them  (such  as  promoting  alien  weed  spread 
onto  historic  sites). 

Please  provide  mapping  and  analysis  that  overlays  Dark  Night  Sky  areas  with  the  path  of  this  Corridor. 
Locating  the  Nevada,  Oregon  and  other  legs  of  this  corridor  will  result  in  serious  adverse  effects  to 
some  of  the  only  remaining  areas  in  the  West  with  dark  night  skies,  including  near  Wilderness  Areas, 
National  Monuments,  National  Parks  and  other  important  wild  places.  There  is  no  mitigation  or 
limitation  placed  on  lighting  used  in  the  corridor. 

The  EIS  has  not  addressed  the  likely  amount  of  lighting  that  would  be  associated  with  various  facilities 
in  the  corridor,  or  with  the  developments  that  would  be  spawned. 

The  EIS  must  do  a much  better  job  of  describing  the  type  of  existing  rights-of-way  in  or  near  all 
segments  of  the  Corridor. 

How  much  land  leveling  might  be  required  for  pipelines?  What  is  the  potential  for  spills  of  pipelines 
crossing  springs,  rivers,  streams?  DEIS  at  2-46  states  the  project  crosses  285  steams,  26  lakes  and 
reservoirs,  and  4 wild  and  scenic  rivers. 

Why  in  the  world  couldn’t  alternatives  such  as  just  paralleling  existing  large  rows  to  relieve  congestion 
be  done-  instead  of  new  paths.  The  DEIS  does  not  in  these  analyses  distinguish  between  existing  r-o- 
w-s  with  roads  vs.  utility  lines. 

An  electric  line  crossing  a stream  may  not  have  nearly  as  serious  a likelihood  of  water  contamination 
and  spills  as  a petroleum  or  other  hazardous  substance  line. 

As  part  of  the  socioeconomic  impacts  the  EIS  must  fully  examine  the  de-valuation  of  residential 
property  as  a result  if  the  industrialization  of  the  landscape  stemming  from  this  Corridor  EIS.  Also, 
how  much  will  the  federal  government  have  to  pay  for  any  property  condemned?  How  many  billions 
of  dollars  would  this  be? 


It  is  impossible  to  understand  w hat  is  being  discussed  about  impacts  of  multiple  projects  - EIS  at  2-43. 

The  visual,  aesthetic  and  recreational  impacts  (including  negative  impacts  on  recreation-based 
economies)  are  tremendous.  DEIS  at  2-50  reveals  that  there  are  3 1 national  parks,  national  monuments 
and  recreation  areas  within  five  miles  of  this  Monster  energy  corridor.  How  many  Wilderness  areas  or 
WSAs  are  similarly  situated?  How  many  Citizen-inventoried  Wilderness  areas  in  Utah  or  Oregon  or 
other  important  places?  Many  of  these  areas  were  established  through  legislation,  executive  order  and 
other  important  avenues? 

Why  should  this  single  piece  of  Energy  legislation  - and  DOE’s  single-minded  interpretation  of  what  it 
means  - be  allowed  to  trump  all  of  these  other  designations?  Here,  as  well  as  in  its  running  roughshod 
across  public  lands,  the  DOE  EIS  violates  FLPMA,  and  agency  policies  developed  under  FLPMA  - 
such  as  sensitive  species  policies  for  sage  grouse  and  pygmy  rabbit. 

DOE  Abjectly  Shirks  ESA  Duties 

The  DOE  tries  to  shirk  its  duty  to  consult  over  corridor  designation  in  this  PEIS  -even  though  it  will 
amend  a plethora  of  land  use  plans  that  are  based  on  widespread  public  outreach  over  the  past  several 
decades. 

DOE  claims  that  DOI,  USDA  and  DOD  are  “action”  agencies  for  ESA  purposes,  but  that  it  has 
determined  that  it  is  not.  It  claims  those  action  agencies  have  “examined  the  effects  of  designating 
federal  land  and  amending  land  use  plans  in  relation  to  listed  species  and  critical  habitat”. 

This  is  absurd.  Many  of  the  affected  Land  Use  Plans  are  very  old,  and/or  pre-dated  Listings,  and 
critical  habitat  designations,  and/or  do  not  rely  on  best  available  science  for  examining  effects  of 
habitat  loss  or  fragmentation  on  rare  species, 

DOE  claims  that  the  designation  would  not  have  any  “direct”  impact  on  the  environment,  and  that 
“designation  of  an  energy  corridor  is  an  administrative  task  that  occurs  when  an  agency  amends  its 
LUPs,  and  the  action  has  no  impacts. 

It  claims  the  action  does  not  impact  the  environment.  It  claims  that  an  application  for  a ROW  is  subject 
to  full  policy  review  at  some  future  time,  and  that  any  ground-disturbing  effects  would  undergo  EA 
consultation.  The  full  range  of  direct,  indirect  and  cumulati  ve  impacts  of  this  mega-corridor  will  never 
be  examined  in  smaller  individual  project  level  EIS.  This  DOE  EIS  is  the  programmatic  document  that 
must  do  so. 

These  excuses  are,  of  course,  hogwash.  There  MUST  be  programmatic  consultation  over  the  DOE  EIS 
by  somebody  -either  DOE  or  each  of  the  agencies  whose  LUPS  are  amended  - potentially  for  each 
separate  LUP,  because  all  provisions  and  consultations  are  different.  Yet  if  each  individual  Field  office 
conducted  consultation,  the  full  array  of  adverse  direct,  indirect  and  cumulative  effects  of  the  action 
and  its  massive  Footprint  and  development  spawned  would  never  be  adequately  examined. 

DEIS  at  ES-6  acknowledges  many  Listed  species  are  present,  including  critical  habitat-  yet  then  blows 
shirks  analysis.  We  also  stress  that  just  last  week,  a federal  judge  ruled  that  FWS  must  designate 
critical  habitat  for  the  spotted  owl  in  the  Southwest.  This  is  new  information. 


A series  of  industry-biased  Bush  admin  officials  have  long  thwarted  and  interfered  with  ESA  listings 
and  critical  habitat  designations  (such  as  the  disgraced  Julie  MacDonald  in  FWS)  - so  many  more 
species  are  very  likely  to  soon  become  listed  in  the  Footprint  and  Impact  Zone  of  the  West-wide 
Corridors. 

The  DEIS  at  7 states  that  the  “action  agencies”  also  decided  not  to  conduct  consultation  - thus  shirking 
their  duties  as  well.  DOE  claims  the  agencies  said  that  they  could  not  consult  because  consultation 
would  be  “speculative”.  This  whole  thing  is  an  absurd  shell  game  designed  to  purposefully  ignore  the 
large-scale  environmental  destruction  this  Corridor  would  cause  across  much  of  the  American  west  for 
the  benefit  of  large  energy  corporations  - while  ignoring  the  effects  on  the  public,  public  lands  and 
private  lands  and  land  owners  as  well. 

The  DEIS  claims  "no  effect"  on  listed  fish,  but  NMFS  did  not  agree.  So  how  can  DOE  arrogantly 
ignore  this?  DOE  found  "no  causal  connection,  whether  direct  or  indirect,  between  the  mere 
designation  of  energy  corridors  (by  land  use  plan  amendment)  and  any  effect  on  a listed  species  or 
critical  habitat”. 

This  EIS  seeks  to  amend  all  LUPs  in  its  path  to  designate  these  mega  multi-purpose  corridors.  The 
corridors  contain  oil  and  gas  pipelines,  electricity  transmission  lines,  compressor  stations,  hydrogen 
pipelines,  and  other  energy  infrastructure.  This  all  seems  like  an  accident  waiting  to  happen. 

According  to  the  TWS  Website:  “DOE  told  members  of  Congress  it  would  avoid  Wilderness  Areas, 
wildlife  refuges,  and  other  “sensitive  environmental  or  cultural  areas”.  WWP  believes  that  DOE  did 
not  adequately  respond  to  many  of  the  congressional  concerns,  and  sited  this  corridor  in  areas  that  will 
aversely  affect  an  array  of  important  biological,  scenic,  recreational,  cultural  and  other  values.  For 
example,  this  goes  right  by  Craters  of  the  Moon  and  Minidoka,  and  core  sage  grouse  and  pygmy  rabbit 
habitats. 

TWS  also  described  Congressional  concern  and  actions  as:  “In  addition  to  the  Section  368  West-wide 
Energy  Corridor  effort,  Section  1221  of  the  Energy  Policy  Act  required  the  Department  of  Energy 
(DOE)  to  identify  areas  of  electricity  congestion  and  permitted  the  DOE  to  designate  National  Interest 
Electricity  Transmission  Corridors  (NIETCs).  Authority  for  approval  of  projects  within  the  NIETCs 
can  be  issued  by  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission  (FERC),  bypassing  and  even  overriding 
state  and  local  authorities,  and  companies  can  be  permitted  to  use  the  government’s  eminent  domain 
authority  to  condemn  private  land  to  ensure  new  transmission  lines  are  built  or  existing  lines  are 
expanded.  Two  members  of  Congress  (Representative  Frank  Wolf  R-VA  and  Representative  Maurice 
Hinchey  D-NY)  have  introduced  separate  pieces  of  legislation  which  would  either  remove  Section 
1221  from  the  Energy  Policy  Act,  limit  the  federal  government’s  ability  to  condemn  private  land, 
require  public  comment,  and/or  require  consideration  of  ecological  values.  This  shows  the  DEIS 
single  action  alternative  blinders  are  highly  controversial,  and  must  be  examined  in  much  greater  detail 
in  the  EIS-  including  in  developing  a range  of  alternatives  that  would  be  in  keeping  with  Congressional 
concerns  - and  that  would  minimize  the  Footprint  of  the  project  in  many  areas. 

Below  is  also  a summary  of  some  other  info  from  TWS  Website  that  further  supports  our  concerns 
about  the  effects  of  Corridors  that  would  promote  massive  industrialization  and  exploitation  of  western 
landscapes  - including  potential  oil  tar  sands  or  other  deposits  in  Canada  as  well  as  the  US. 


Geothermal  Energy 


BLM  and  the  US  Forest  Service  have  begun  the  process  of  developing  a Programmatic  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  for  the  leasing  and  development  of  federal  geothermal  energy  resources  in  Alaska, 
Arizona,  California,  Colorado,  Idaho,  Montana , Nevada,  New  Mexico,  Oregon,  Utah,  Washington  and 
Wyoming. 

Geothermal  energy  production  runs  naturally  occurring  super-heated  steam  found  in  the  earth’s  crust 
through  generators,  thereby  producing  electricity.  Although  geothermal  energy  is  a type  of  renewable 
energy,  the  ways  that  the  resource  is  accessed  and  the  development  of  this  resource  can  harm  other 
natural  resources  in  a similar  manner  to  oil  and  gas  development.  Similar  to  the  way  oil  and  gas  is 
accessed,  the  steam  needed  to  produce  electricity  is  accessed  through  drilling. 

Federally  administered  geothermal  resources  are  leased  to  companies,  who  then  drill  to  access  the 
steam,  collect  the  steam  in  pipelines,  and  move  the  steam  to  a generating  plant  where  it  is  used  to 
produce  electricity.  Pipelines,  drilling  pads,  and  access  roads  are  all  needed  to  develop  it.  Hie  result  of 
this  development,  if  not  done  properly,  can  be  habitat  fragmentation,  loss  of  open  space,  and  damage  to 
natural  and  cultural  resources.  The  scope  of  this  PEIS  specifically  excludes  National  Parks,  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Refuges,  Wilderness  Areas,  and  BLM  National  Monuments,  geothermal  energy 
development  has  the  potential  to  negatively  impact  wildlife  habitat,  cultural  resources,  and  proposed 
wilderness,  and  aquifers  that  underlie  these  areas. 

Oil  Shale  and  Tar  Sands  Leasing  and  Development 

Section  369(d)(1)  of  the  2005  Energy  Policy  Act  required  the  BLM  to  prepare  a Programmatic 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (PEIS)  for  research  and  development  leases  to  facilitate  the 
development  of  oil  shale  and  tar  sands  in  Colorado,  Utah  and  Wyoming.  Energy  development  from  oil 
shale  and  tar  sands  is  really  scraping  the  bottom  of  the  barrel.  Molecules  of  petroleum  are  trapped  in 
shale  and  sand.  They  cannot  be  recovered  by  traditional  drilling  techniques.  Thus  far,  tar  sands  have 
proven  more  economically  viable  than  oil  shale;  however,  development  of  tar  sand  takes  a grave  toll 
on  the  environment.  Oil  shale  development  has  the  potential  to  be  equally  as  destructive  as  tar  sands 
development.  Many  of  the  processes  being  actively  studied  as  part  of  the  research  and  development 
leases  will  require  inordinate  amounts  of  electricity  and  water.  Retorts  are  used  to  "cook”  oil  shale, 
and  thus  release  oil.  Retorts  will  pollute  air.  Reports  abound  outlining  the  potential  of  oil  shale  to  meet 
our  nation's  energy  needs.  Oil  shale  has  yet  to  be  proven  economically  viable  and  the  impact  to  our  air, 
water,  wildlife  and  Wild  Western  Lands  from  large  scale  oil  shale  development  could  prove 
catastrophic.  Coupled  with  furthering  our  reliance  on  greenhouse  gas  causing  fossil  fuels,  investment 
in  oil  shale  technology  seems  ill-advised  at  best.  There  is  no  reason  to  needlessly  sacrifice  our  Western 
Wildlands  on  an  energy  source  that  at  best  will  continue  our  reliance  on  fossil  fuels  and  at  worst 
destroy  our  Western  landscape. 


Fundamentally,  to  understand  the  Need  for  this  project,  it  is  essential  to  examine  adequate  current 
baseline  information,  and  develop  a wide  ranging  of  alternative  visions  for  America’s  energy  future. 
The  EIS  has  not  done  this.  DOE  must  start  over,  and  develop  a range  of  alternatives  that  provide  much 
better  environmental  protection,  minimize  new  habitat  loss  and  harms,  and  provide  real  energy 
security. 


Sincerely, 


Katie  Fite 

Biodiversity  Director 
Western  Watersheds  Project 
PO  Box  2863 
Boise,  ID  83701 
208-429-1679 

Russ  Heughins 

Idaho  Wildlife  Federation 


PO  Box  6412 
Boise,  ID  83707 
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Disaster  Capitalism:  State  of  Extortion 
lookout 

by  NAOMI  KLEIN 

This  article  appeared  in  the  July  21, 2008  edition  of  The  Nation. 

July  1,2008 

Once  oil  passed  $140  a barrel,  even  the  most  rabidly  right-wing  media  hosts 
had  to  prove  their  populist  cred  by  devoting  a portion  of  every  show  to 
bashing  Big  Oil.  Some  have  gone  so  far  as  to  invite  me  on  for  a friendly 
chat  about  an  insidious  new  phenomenon:  "disaster  capitalism."  It  usually 


goes  well— until  it  doesn't. 

For  instance,  "independent  conservative"  radio  host  Jerry  Doyle  and  I were 
having  a perfectly  amiable  conversation  about  sleazy  insurance  companies  and 
inept  politicians  when  this  happened:  "I  think  I have  a quick  way  to  bring 
the  prices  down,"  Doyle  announced.  "We’ve  invested  $650  billion  to  liberate 
a nation  of  25  million  people.  Shouldn’t  we  just  demand  that  they  give  us 
oil?  There  should  be  tankers  after  tankers  backed  up  like  a traffic  jam 
getting  into  the  Lincoln  Tunnel,  the  Stinkin'  Lincoln,  at  rush  hour  with 
thank-you  notes  from  the  Iraqi  government....  Why  don’t  we  just  take  the 
oil?  We’ve  invested  it  liberating  a country.  I can  have  the  problem  solved 
of  gas  prices  coming  down  in  ten  days,  not  ten  years." 

There  were  a couple  of  problems  with  Doyle's  plan,  of  course.  The  first  was 
that  he  was  describing  the  biggest  stickup  in  world  hisfoiy.  The  second, 
that  he  was  too  late:  "We"  are  already  heisting  Iraq's  oil,  or  at  least  are 
on  the  cusp  of  doing  so. 

It's  been  ten  months  since  the  publication  of  my  book  The  Shock  Doctrine: 

The  Rise  of  Disaster  Capitalism,  in  which  I argue  that  today's  preferred 
method  of  reshaping  the  world  in  the  interest  of  multinational  corporations 
is  to  systematically  exploit  the  state  of  fear  and  disorientation  that 
accompanies  moments  of  great  shock  and  crisis.  With  the  globe  being  rocked 
by  multiple  shocks,  this  seems  like  a good  time  to  see  how  and  where  the 
strategy  is  being  applied. 

And  the  disaster  capitalists  have  been  busy— from  private  firefighters 
already  on  the  scene  in  Northern  California's  wildfires,  to  land  grabs  in 
cyclone-hit  Burma,  to  the  housing  bill  making  its  way  through  Congress.  The 
bill  contains  little  in  the  way  of  affordable  housing,  shifts  the  burden  of 
mortgage  default  to  taxpayers  and  makes  sure  that  the  banks  that  made  bad 
loans  get  some  payouts.  No  wonder  it  is  known  in  the  hallways  of  Congress  as 
"The  Credit  Suisse  Plan,"  after  one  of  the  banks  that  generously  proposed 
it. 

Iraq  Disaster;  We  Broke  It,  We  (Just)  Bought  It 

But  these  cases  of  disaster  capitalism  are  amateurish  compared  with  what  is 
unfolding  at  Iraq's  oil  ministry.  It  started  with  no-bid  service  contracts 
announced  for  ExxonMobil,  Chevron,  Shell,  BP  and  Total  (they  have  yet  to  be 
signed  but  are  still  on  course).  Paying  multinationals  for  their  technical 
expertise  is  not  unusual.  What  is  odd  is  that  such  contracts  almost 
invariably  go  to  oil  service  companies-not  to  the  oil  majors,  whose  work  is 
exploring,  producing  and  owning  carbon  wealth.  As  London-based  oil  expert 
Greg  Muttitt  points  out,  the  contracts  make  sense  only  in  the  context  of 
reports  that  the  oil  majors  have  insisted  on  the  right  of  first  refusal  on 
subsequent  contracts  handed  out  to  manage  and  produce  Iraq's  oil  fields.  In 
other  words,  other  companies  will  be  free  to  bid  on  those  future  contracts, 
but  these  companies  will  win. 


One  week  after  the  no-bid  service  deals  were  announced,  the  world  caught  its 
first  glimpse  of  the  real  prize.  After  years  of  back-room  arm-twisting,  Iraq 
is  officially  flinging  open  six  of  its  major  oil  fields,  accounting  for 
around  half  of  its  known  reserves,  to  foreign  investors.  According  to  Iraq’s 
oil  minister,  the  long-term  contracts  will  be  signed  within  a year.  While 
ostensibly  under  control  of  the  Iraq  National  Oil  Company,  foreign  firms 
will  keep  75  percent  of  the  value  of  the  contracts,  leaving  just  25  percent 
for  their  Iraqi  partners. 

That  kind  of  ratio  is  unheard  of  in  oil-rich  Arab  and  Persian  states,  where 
achieving  majority'  national  control  over  oil  was  the  defining  victory  of 
mtlcolonial  struggles . According  to  Muttitt,  the  assumption  until  now  was 
that  foreign  multinationals  would  he  brought  in  to  develop  brand-new  fields 
in  Iraq -not  to  take  over  ones  that  are  already  in  production  and  therefore 
require  minimal  technical  support.  ’The  policy  was  always  to  allocate  these 
fields  to  the  Iraq  National  Oil  Company,’'  he  told  me.  This  is  a total 
reversal  of  that  policy,  giving  INOC  a mere  25  percent  instead  of  the 
planned  1 00  percent. 

So  what  makes  such  lousy  deals  possible  in  Iraq,  which  has  already  suffered 
so  much?  Ironically,  it  is  Iraq’s  suffering— its  never-ending  crisis-that 
is  the  rationale  for  an  arrangement  that  threatens  to  drain  its  treasury  of 
its  main  source  of  revenue.  The  logic  goes  like  this:  Iraq’s  oil  industry 
needs  foreign  expertise  because  years  of  punishing  sanctions  starved  it  of 
new  technology  arid  the  invasion  and  continuing  violence  degraded  it  further. 
And  Iraq  urgently  needs  to  start  producing  more  oil.  Why?  Again  because  of 
the  war.  The  country  is  shattered,  and  the  billions  handed  out  in  no-bid 
contracts  to  Western  firms  have  failed  to  rebuild  the  country.  And  that's 
where  the  new  no-bid  contracts  come  in:  they  will  raise  more  money,  but  Iraq 
has  become  such  a treacherous  place  that  the  oil  majors  must  be  induced  to 
take  the  risk  of  investing.  Thus  the  invasion  of  Iraq  neatly  creates  the 
argument  for  its  subsequent  pillage. 

Several  of  the  architects  of  the  Iraq  War  no  longer  even  bother  to  deny  that 
oil  was  a major  motivator.  On  National  Public  Radio's  To  the  Point,  Fadhi! 
Chalabi,  one  of  the  primary  Iraqi  advisers  to  the  Bush  Administration  in  the 
lead-up  to  the  invasion,  recently  described  the  war  as  "a  strategic  move  on 
the  part  of  the  United  States  of  America  and  the  UK  to  have  a military 
presence  in  the  Gulf  in  order  to  secure  [oilj  supplies  in  the  future.” 

Chalabi,  who  served  as  Iraq’s  oil  under  secretary  and  met  with  the  oil 
majors  before  the  invasion,  described  this  as  "a  primary  objective.” 

Invading  countries  to  seize  their  natural  resources  is  illegal  under  the 
Geneva  Conventions.  That  means  that  the  huge  task  of  rebuilding  Iraq’s 
infrastructure— including  its  oil  infrastructure— is  the  financial 
responsibility  of  Iraq’s  invaders.  They  should  be  forced  to  pay  reparations. 
(Recall  that  Saddam  Hussein’s  regime  paid  $9  billion  to  Kuwait  in 
reparations  for  its  1 990  invasion.)  Instead,  Iraq  is  being  forced  to  sell  75 
percent  of  its  national  patrimony  to  pay  the  bills  for  its  own  illegal 


invasion  and  occupation. 

Oil  Price  Shock:  Give  Us  the  Arctic  or  Never  Drive  Again 

Iraq  isn’t  the  only  country  in  the  midst  of  an  oil-related  stickup.  The  Bush 
Administration  is  busily  using  a related  crisis-the  soaring  price  of 
fuel— to  revive  its  dream  of  drilling  in  the  Arctic  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
(ANWR).  And  of  drilling  offshore.  And  in  the  rock-solid  shale  of  the  Green 
River  Basin.  "Congress  must  face  a hard  reality,"  said  George  W.  Bush  on 
June  18.  "Unless  members  are  willing  to  accept  gas  prices  at  today’s  painful 
levels— or  even  higher--our  nation  must  produce  more  oil." 

This  is  the  President  as  Extortionist  in  Chief,  with  gas  nozzle  pointed  to 
the  head  of  his  hostage-which  happens  to  be  the  entire  country.  Give  me 
ANWR,  or  everyone  has  to  spend  their  summer  vacations  in  the  backyard.  A 
final  stickup  from  the  cowboy  President. 

Despite  the  Drill  Here.  Drill  Now.  Pay  Less  bumper  stickers,  drilling  in 
AN  WR  would  have  little  discernible  impact  on  actual  global  oil  supplies,  as 
its  advocates  well  know.  The  argument  that  it  could  nonetheless  bring  down 
oil  prices  is  based  not  on  hard  economics  but  on  market  psychoanalysis: 
drilling  would  "send  a message"  to  the  oil  traders  that  more  oil  is  on  the 
way,  which  would  cause  them  to  start  betting  down  the  price. 

Two  points  follow  from  this  approach.  First,  trying  to  psych  out  hyperactive 
commodity  traders  is  what  passes  for  governing  in  the  Bush  era,  even  in  the 
midst  of  a national  emergency.  Second,  it  will  never  work.  If  there  is  one 
thing  we  can  predict  from  the  oil  market's  recent  behavior,  it  is  that  the 
price  is  going  to  keep  going  up  regardless  of  what  new  supplies  are 
announced. 

Take  the  massive  oil  boom  under  way  in  Alberta's  notorious  tar  sands.  The 
tar  sands  (sometimes  called  the  oil  sands)  have  the  same  things  going  for 
them  as  Bush's  proposed  drill  sites:  they  are  nearby  and  perfectly  secure, 
since  the  North  American  Free  Trade  Agreement  contains  a provision  barring 
Canada  from  cutting  off  supply  to  the  United  States.  And  with  little 
fanfare,  oil  from  this  largely  untapped  source  has  been  pouring  into  the 
market,  so  much  so  that  Canada  is  now  the  largest  supplier  of  oil  to  the 
United  States,  surpassing  Saudi  Arabia.  Between  2005  and  2007,  Canada 
increased  its  exports  to  the  States  by  almost  100  million  barrels.  Yet 
despite  this  significant  increase  in  secure  supplies,  oil  prices  have  been 
going  up  the  entire  time. 

Wbat  is  driving  the  ANWR  push  is  not  facts  but  pure  shock  doctrine 
strategy— the  oil  crisis  has  created  the  conditions  in  which  it  is  possible 
to  sell  a previously  unsellable  (but  highly  profitable)  policy. 

Food  Price  Shock:  Genetic  Modification  or  Starvation 


Intimately  connected  to  the  price  of  oil  is  the  global  food  crisis.  Not  only 
do  high  gas  prices  drive  up  food  costs  but  the  boom  in  agrofuels  has  blurred 
the  line  between  food  and  fuel,  pushing  food  growers  off  their  land  and 
encouraging  rampant  speculation.  Several  Latin  American  countries  have  been 
pushing  to  re-examine  the  push  for  agrofuels  and  to  have  food  recognized  as 
a human  right,  not  a mere  commodity.  United  States  Deputy  Secretary  of  State 
John  Negroponte  has  other  ideas.  In  the  same  speech  touting  the  US 
commitment  to  emergency  food  aid,  he  called  on  countries  to  lower  their 
"export  restrictions  and  high  tariffs"  and  eliminate  "barriers  to  use  of 
innovative  plant  and  animal  production  technologies,  including 
biotechnology."  This  was  an  admittedly  more  subtle  stickup,  but  the  message 
was  clear:  impoverished  countries  had  better  crack  open  their  agricultural 
markets  to  American  products  and  genetically  modified  seeds,  or  they  could 
risk  having  their  aid  cut  off. 

Genetically  modified  crops  have  emerged  as  the  cureall  for  the  food  crisis, 
at  least  according  to  the  World  Bank,  the  European  Commission  president 
(time  to  "bite  the  bullet")  and  Prime  Minister  of  Britain  Gordon  Browm.  And, 
of  course,  the  agribusiness  companies.  "You  cannot  today  feed  the  world 
without  genetically  modified  organisms,"  Peter  Brabeck,  chairman  of  Nestle, 
told  the  Financial  Times  recently.  The  problem  with  this  argument,  at  least 
for  now,  is  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  GMOs  increase  crop  yields,  and 
they  often  decrease  them. 

But  even  if  there  was  a simple  key  to  solving  the  global  food  crisis,  would 
we  really  want  it  in  the  hands  of  the  Nestles  and  Monsantos?  What  would  it 
cost  us  to  use  it?  In  recent  months  Monsanto,  Syngenta  and  BASF  have  been 
frenetically  buying  up  patents  on  so-called  "climate  ready"  seeds-plants 
that  can  grow'  in  earth  parched  from  drought  and  salinated  from  flooding. 

In  other  words,  plants  built  to  survive  a future  of  climate  chaos.  We 
already  know  the  lengths  Monsanto  will  go  to  protect  its  intellectual 
property,  spying  on  and  suing  farmers  who  dare  to  save  their  seeds  from  one 
year  to  the  next.  We  have  seen  patented  AIDS  medications  fail  to  treat 
millions  in  sub-Saharan  Africa.  Why  would  patented  "climate  ready"  crops  be 
any  different? 

Meanwhile,  amid  all  the  talk  of  exciting  new  genetic  and  drilling 
technologies,  the  Bush  Administration  announced  a moratcnrium  of  up  to  two 
years  on  new  solar  energy  projects  on  federal  lands— due,  apparently,  to 
environmental  concerns.  This  is  the  final  frontier  for  disaster  capitalism. 

Our  leaders  are  failing  to  invest  in  technology  that  will  actually  prevent  a 
future  of  climate  chaos,  choosing  instead  to  work  hand  in  hand  with  those 
plotting  innovative  schemes  to  profit  from  the  mayhem. 

Privatizing  Iraq's  oil,  ensuring  global  dominance  for  genetically  modified 
crops,  lowering  the  last  of  the  trade  barriers  and  opening  the  last  of  the 
wildlife  refuges...  Not  so  long  ago,  those  goafs  were  pursued  through  polite 
trade  agreements,  under  the  benign  pseudonym  "globalization."  Now  this 


discredited  agenda  is  forced  to  ride  on  the  backs  of  serial  crises,  selling 
itself  as  lifesaving  medicine  for  a world  in  pain. 

About  Naomi  Klein 

Naomi  Klein  is  an  award-winning  journalist  and  syndicated  columnist  and  the 
author  of  the  international  and  New  York  Times  bestseller  The  Shock 
Doctrine:  The  Rise  of  Disaster  Capitalism  (September  2007);  an  earlier 
international  best-seller,  No  Logo:  Taking  Aim  at  the  Brand  Bullies;  and  the 
collection  Fences  and  Windows:  Dispatches  from  the  Front  Lines  of  the 
Globalization  Debate  (2002).  more... 
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Two  Years  Later: 

The  proliferation  of  transmission  and  renewable  projects  appears  in  the  sensitive  sagebrush  landscape 
to  be  a New  Wave  of  Green  Energy  Shock!  How  much  of  it,  really,  is  necessary?  How  does  BLM 
make  that  Determination? 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  10 

This  is  a broad  comment.  To  address  this  comment  in  relation  to  the  ON  Line 
Project,  the  project  proponent  is  NV  Energy  (formerly  doing  business  as  Nevada 
Power  and  Sierra  Pacific  Power).  NV  Energy  is  regulated  by  the  Public  Utilities 
Commission  of  Nevada  (PUCN)  and  the  Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission, 
among  others.  Nevada  adopted  a comprehensive  statutory  least-cost  utility 
planning  process  which  requires  Nevada  retail  electric  distribution  utilities  to  file  an 
Integrated  Resource  Plan  (IRP)  every  three  years  detailing  their  future  20-year 
resource  acquisition  strategy.  The  IRP  is  based  on  forecasts  of  customer  load 
requirements,  and  is  required  by  statute  to  include  plans  to  meet  load  growth.  An 
IRP  is  then  filed  with  the  PUCN  and  is  either  amended  or  approved  before  an 
Order  is  issued  by  the  PUCN.  NV  Energy’s  current  IRP  filing  is  available  via  the 
internet  at:  http://www.nvenergy.com/company/rates/filings/index.cfm. 

Planning  documents  are  generally  specific  to  the  federal,  state,  or  local 
government  agency  and  their  area  of  jurisdiction.  Regional  planning  pertaining  to 
potential  energy  development  is  the  U.S.  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land 
Management’s  West-wide  Energy  Corridor  Programmatic  EIS  documents  which 
are  available  via  the  internet  at:  http://corridoreis.anl.gov/documents/index.cfm. 
This  planning  effort  identified  utility  corridors  in  1 1 western  states  in  order  to 
minimize  resource  disturbance  and  resource  conflicts. 

Past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  are  detailed  in  Appendix  5A 
and  discussed  in  the  cumulative  effects  sections  of  Chapter  5.  See  response  to 
Letter  10  Comment  4. 

Comment  noted. 

Baseline  data  for  biological  resources  was  provided  in  Chapter  3 of  the  DSEIS. 
Specifically  Section  3.7  covers  Vegetation  including  Noxious  and  Invasive  Weeds, 
as  well  as  Special  Status  Plants.  Section  3.8  provides  baseline  data  for  Wildlife 
resources  include  Special  Status  Species,  Migratory  Birds,  and  Fisheries  & 
Aquatics. 

As  stated  in  Section  4.8,  the  impacts  from  this  project  are  not  expected  to  result  in 
the  loss  of  populations  of  greater  sage-grouse  or  pygmy  rabbits.  Further, 
Sections  2.2.2  and  2.7.7  provide  measures  that  would  avoid,  reduce,  and/or 
minimize  potential  impacts  to  wildlife  species. 

Section  2.7.7  provides  specific  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  impacts  during  the 
nesting  season.  Baseline  surveys  and  collection  of  existing  data  was  gathered  to 
analyze  proposed  and  alternative  route  segments.  Adequate  measures  to  reduce, 
avoid,  and  minimize  disturbance  to  all  potentially  impacted  resources  are 
described  in  Sections  2.2.2  and  2.7. 

Section  2.7.7  provides  specific  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  impacts  to  migratory 
birds. 
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10-8  Baseline  wildlife  surveys,  including  general  observations  of  bird  species,  were 

conducted  in  2007,  2009,  and  2010,  and  data  is  presented  in  Section  3.8. 
Impacts  to  migratory  birds  and  bats  are  analyzed  and  described  in  Section  4.8. 
Specific  surveys  for  loggerhead  shrikes  were  not  conducted,  but  this  species  is 
known  to  occur  within  the  habitats  found  in  the  project  area. 

10-9  Impacts  to  birds  from  the  project  are  analyzed  and  described  in  Section  4.8. 

Baseline  data  is  provided  in  Section  3.8,  see  response  to  Letter  10,  Comment  8. 
The  entire  project  area  provides  habitat  for  a variety  of  migratory  bird  species. 

10-10  Information  on  the  vegetation  communities/habitat  types  and  the  wildlife  resources 
present  within  the  project  area  are  described  in  Sections  3.7  and  3.8  and  impacts 
to  wildlife  from  the  project  are  analyzed  and  described  in  Section  4.8. 

10-11  NV  Energy  is  currently  evaluating  a tubular  V-shaped  tower  design  (Section 

2. 2. 1.1)  that  if  functional  and  cost  effective  would  likely  replace  the  current  lattice- 
based  tower  design  in  many  areas  of  the  project  and  thus  reduce  raven  and  raptor 
perching  opportunities.  The  final  tower  structure  designs  would  be  described  in 
the  COM  Plan  approved  by  the  BLM. 

10-12  The  ON  Line  Project  DSEIS  used  but  did  not  solely  rely  on  other  NEPA  documents 
for  baseline  information  for  biological  resources.  As  presented  on  page  3-40  of  the 
DSEIS,  vegetation  information  included  the  Southwest  Regional  GAP  data,  soil 
surveys,  previous  biological  surveys,  recent  aerial  photo  interpretation,  and 
biological  field  surveys  conducted  in  2006  and  2007  for  this  project.  As  presented 
on  page  3-51  of  the  DSEIS,  baseline  information  for  wildlife  was  provided  by  BLM, 
USFWS,  NDOW,  NNHP,  and  previous  biological  surveys.  In  addition,  field 
surveys  were  conducted  in  2009  and  2010  for  this  project. 

10-13  Alternative  routes  outside  the  federally  designated  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  were  only 
considered  when  topographic  or  other  constraints  within  the  SWIP  deemed  it 
necessary. 

10-14  Noxious  weed  surveys  were  conducted;  cheatgrass  was  noted  as  common  in  the 
project  area  (Section  3.7  of  the  EIS,  Vegetation).  There  are  no  brownfields  areas 
in  the  project  area.  Roads  in  the  project  area  are  described  in  Section  3.20  of  the 
FEIS.  The  majority  of  the  ON  Line  Project  alignment  occurs  within  a federally 
designated  and  approved  BLM  utility  corridor.  This  corridor  has  been  previously 
analyzed  and  was  designated  to  bundle  multiple  utilities  in  one  corridor  to  minimize 
impacts. 

10-15  Impacts  to  vegetation  communities  and  habitats  are  described  in  Section  4.7. 

10-16  Pygmy  rabbit,  sage  grouse,  and  other  TES  species  are  described  in  the  affected 
environment  provided  in  Section  3.8and  an  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  from 
this  project  to  TES  species  is  provided  in  Section  4.8. 

10-17  Comment  noted.  The  biological  information  used  in  the  DSEIS  for  the  ON  Line 
Project  was  specifically  collected  for  this  project  and  field  notes  and  applicable 
baseline  reports  are  included  as  part  of  the  project  record. 
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10-18  As  shown  on  the  figures  in  the  FEIS,  the  location  of  the  SWIP  and  LCCRDA  utility 
corridors  are  clearly  identified.  Corridors  outside  of  the  project  area  or  the 
Cumulative  Effects  Study  Area,  described  in  Chapter  5,  are  not  included  in  the 
analysis  as  they  are  beyond  the  area  of  potential  impacts. 

See  response  to  Letter  10  Comment  2. 

10-19  Comment  noted.  The  ON  Line  Project  is  not  related  to  the  China  Mountain 
Browns  Bench  or  TransCanada  projects.  Any  proposed  renewable  energy  project 
would  be  subject  to  its  own  permitting  and  environmental  process.  The  projects 
specifically  mentioned  in  the  comment  (China  Mountain  and  TransCanada)  are 
currently  undergoing  the  NEPA  process. 

10-20  The  proposed  ON  Line  transmission  line  would  interconnect  NV  Energy’s  existing 
north  and  south  power  grids;  therefore,  their  existing  power  sources  would  feed 
the  ON  Line  project  (http://www.nvenergy.com/company/energytopics/where.cfm). 
NV  Energy  would  provide  this  power  to  their  service  area  which  includes  Nevada 
and  a small  area  of  California 

(http://www.nvenergy.com/brochures_arch/NVEnergy_Service_area_map.pdf). 
Mexico  is  not  part  of  NV  Energy’s  service  territory. 

10-21  In  order  for  NV  Energy  to  efficiently  provide  electricity  where  it  is  most  needed,  the 

proponent  needs  to  interconnect  its  southern  and  northern  electric  systems.  The 
project’s  purpose  is  not  tied  to  specific  renewable  energy  projects. 

10-22  The  ON  Line  Project  EIS  analyzes  the  potential  direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
impacts  of  the  construction  of  the  transmission  line  and  associated  facilities  in 
Chapters  4 and  5.  Any  renewable  resource  project  that  is  proposed  in  the  future 
would  undergo  its  own  permitting  processes  and  environmental  reviews. 

10-23  There  are  no  specific  projects  or  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  that  would  be 
“tied”  (i.e. .connected  actions)  to  the  ON  Line  Project.  Chapter  5 presents  the 
past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  known  or  proposed  within  the 
Cumulative  Effects  Study  Areas  and  analyzes  the  cumulative  effects  of  those 
projects  when  combined  with  the  proposed  ON  Line  Project. 

10-24  Chapter  3 provides  the  baseline  data  for  biological  resources.  Baseline  data  on 
greater  sage-grouse  is  presented  in  Section  3.8.  See  response  to  Letter  10 
Comment  12. 

10-25  Baseline  data  for  the  greater  sage-grouse  is  presented  in  Section  3.8  and  an 
analysis  of  potential  impacts  from  this  project  is  presented  in  Section  4.8. 

10-26  Existing  noxious  weeds  are  described  in  the  affected  environment  in  Section  3.7 
and  an  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  from  this  project  is  provided  in  Section 
4.7. 

10-27  Information  on  the  greater  sage-grouse  and  other  TES  species  within  the  project 
area  are  described  in  Section  3.8  and  impacts  to  greater  sage-grouse,  as  well  as 
other  TES  species,  from  the  project  are  analyzed  and  described  in  Section  4.8. 

10-28  Comment  noted.  Impacts  to  greater  sage-grouse  from  the  project  are  analyzed 
and  described  in  Section  4.8.  Mitigation  for  greater  sage-grouse  is  presented  in 
Sections  2.7.7  and  4.8.2. 1. 
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10-29  Biological  baseline  data  and  ecological  condition  of  the  project  area  are  presented 
in  Chapter  3 of  the  FEIS.  An  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  from  the  project  is 
presented  in  Chapter  4 of  the  FEIS,  including  action  alternative  segments. 
Predation  is  addressed  and  BMPs  and  EPMs,  including  the  use  of  a tubular 
guyed-V  tower  design,  would  minimize/mitigate  this  impact.  Cumulative  effects  of 
the  ON  Line  Project  in  conjunction  with  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably 
foreseeable  projects  are  presented  in  Chapter  5. 

10-30  Comment  noted. 

10-31  Information  on  the  wildlife  resources  present  within  the  project  area  are  described 

in  Section  3.8  and  impacts  to  wildlife  from  the  project  are  analyzed  and  described 
in  Section  4.8.  Analysis  of  the  impacts  to  wildlife  from  livestock  grazing  will  not  be 
addressed  in  this  FEIS,  as  this  issue  is  not  related  to  the  proposed  ON  Line 
Project. 

10-32  Other  renewable  energy  projects  will  undergo  their  own  permitting  processes  and 
environmental  reviews  which  would  include  potential  impacts  to  ground  and 
surface  water.  See  response  to  Letter  10  Comment  21 . 

10-33  This  project  is  not  related  to  SNWA  projects  or  other  water 
movement/mining/transport  undertakings. 

10-34  This  project  is  not  related  to  hard  rock  or  other  mining. 

10-35  Sections  3.9.3  and  3.9.4  of  the  DSEIS  presents  the  baseline  data  for  wild  horses 

and  HMAs  and  Sections  4.9.2  and  4.9.3  analyze  the  potential  impacts  that  would 
result  from  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative,  respectively.  Horses 
would  not  be  “rounded  up”  as  part  of  this  project. 

10-36  Under  the  Proposed  Action,  there  would  be  1,600  feet  between  the  ON  Line 
Project  and  the  SWIP  (Great  Basin)  transmission  line.  Under  the  Action 
Alternative  the  ON  Line  Project  would  be  200  feet  away.  Under  the  Proposed 
Action  there  would  not  be  safety  concerns  due  to  proximity  of  lines  or  concurrent 
construction.  Under  the  Action  Alternative  coordination  between  projects  would  be 
required  to  assuage  safety  concerns  during  concurrent  construction.  The  200  foot 
separation  between  the  Action  Alternative  and  the  SWIP  transmission  line  is  the 
minimum  line  separation. 

10-37  The  remote  location  of  much  of  the  proposed  transmission  line  precludes  human 
exposure  to  the  high  voltage  lines.  However,  no  known  health  risks  have  been 
conclusively  demonstrated  to  be  caused  by  living  near  high  voltage  lines  (Health 
Physics  Society  2009).  Sodium  hexafluoride  (SF6)  in  gas  form  is  used  to  insulate 
transformers,  circuit  breakers,  high  voltage  cables,  and  gas  insulated  substations, 
because  it  poses  no  fire  safety  problem,  requires  little  maintenance,  offers  long 
service  life,  and  is  much  lighter  than  liquid  (Nailen  2009).  SF6  is  not  a toxic  gas 
and  the  small  releases  during  equipment  maintenance  and  servicing  do  not  pose 
public  or  wildlife  health  risks.  Rather,  the  concern  with  SF6  is  that  it  is  especially 
effective  in  trapping  infrared  radiation;  it  is  considered  a greenhouse  gas. 
Because  of  its  chemical  stability,  it  does  not  readily  degrade  in  the  atmosphere 
(Nailen  2009). 
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Section  4.6.4  presents  the  potential  greenhouse  gas  emissions  related  to  the 
project.  Section  4.6.1,  under  Operations,  Maintenance,  and  Abandonment, 
presents  emissions  of  SF6  used  in  the  transformers  and  its  potential  impacts. 

Health  Physics  Society.  2009.  Heath  Risks  Associated  with  Living  Near  High 
Voltage  Power  Lines.  Gary  Zeman,  ScD,  CHP.  December  18,  2009. 
Available  at:  http://www.hps.org/hpspublications/articles/powerlines.html. 
Accessed  July  21 , 201 0. 

Nailen,  Richard  L.  2009.  "Environmental  concerns  may  restrict  use  of  insulating 
gases".  Electrical  Apparatus.  FindArticles.com.  21  Jul,  2010. 
http://findartides.eom/p/articles/mi_qa3726/is_199904/ai_n8836851/ 

10-38  Comment  noted.  The  amount  of  carbon  dioxide  generated  by  manufacturing  the 
material  for  the  project  was  not  analyzed  in  this  document  as  it  was  deemed 
unnecessary  as  part  of  the  environmental  analysis  for  the  project.  As  stated  in 
Chapter  2,  the  project  would  support  bringing  renewable  energy  to  the  overall 
market,  thereby  avoiding  further  carbon  dioxide  accumulation.  Local  rooftop  solar 
systems  in  LA  and  Las  Vegas  are  speculative  and  non-quantifiable. 

10-39  BLM  addresses  prevention/protection  of  wild  fires  in  project-specific  COM  Plans 
and  would  do  so  for  this  project  as  well.  A list  of  project  BMPs  and  any  additional 
requirements  that  BLM  deems  necessary  to  be  included  in  the  COM  Plan  would 
address  prevention  and  protection  of  wild  land  fire.  The  risk  of  wildfire  from  this  line 
during  construction  activities  will  be  addressed  within  the  COM  Plan  in  a Fire 
Prevention  Plan  that  would  be  implemented  during  all  construction  activities. 
Following  construction,  NV  Energy  does  not  anticipate  that  the  constructed  project 
would  increase  the  risk  of  wildfire  along  the  line  based  upon  previous  projects. 
Protective  equipment  used  on  high  voltage  transmission  lines  normally 
prevents/mitigates  formation  of  unwanted  electrical  arc.  High  voltage  circuit 
breakers  commonly  use  a dielectric  gas,  such  as  SF6,  to  quench  arcing.  Raptor 
electrocution  is  a potential  impact  (Section  4.8  of  the  EIS).  BMPs  and  EPMs 
would  mitigate  raptor  electrocution  hazard  and  therefore  fire  hazard  due  to  raptor 
electrocution. 

10-40  The  ON  Line  Project  would  largely  be  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  which  was 
federally  designated  in  order  to  minimize  impacts  due  to  multiple  utilities  by 
bundling  them  within  a corridor.  The  Nevada  Renewable  Energy  Transmission 
Access  Advisory  Committee  has  identified  areas  with  renewable  energy  potential 
within  the  state  of  Nevada  (NRETAAC  2007  and  2009;  http://www.retaac.org/). 
There  are  no  connected  actions  to  the  ON  Line  Project. 

10-41  Comment  noted.  NV  Energy’s  northern  and  southern  electrical  systems  are 

currently  not  connected.  Connecting  these  two  systems  would  provide  flexibility 
and  reliability  to  the  system  through  access  to  other  energy  resources  during 
emergencies  or  periods  of  high  use.  The  purpose  and  need  for  this  project  is 
provided  in  Section  1.2  of  the  FEIS.  Section  1.4  and  1.5.6  provide  information 
regarding  the  benefits  of  connecting  the  systems  and  NV  Energy’s  objectives  of 
the  project. 

10-42  As  stated  in  Chapter  2,  existing  roads  would  be  used  for  construction  activities  as 
much  as  possible.  Improvements  of  existing  access  roads  or  the  creation  of  new 
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access  roads  for  construction  activities  would  be  temporary  in  nature. 
Improvements  to  existing  roads  or  newly  created  access  roads  would  be  reclaimed 
following  the  completion  of  the  project,  with  the  exception  of  roads  within  desert 
tortoise  habitat  or  access  roads  to  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation.  The  COM 
Plan  would  fully  identify  all  access  roads  proposed  to  be  used,  improved,  and/or 
created  for  construction  activities  and  would  be  required  for  the  Notice  to  Proceed 
for  the  project.  Chapter  2 discusses  the  access  roads  that  could  be  needed  for 
the  project. 

10-43  The  project  would  not  affect  lands  “potentially  suitable”  for  WSA  status.  WSA 
lands  are  presented  in  Section  3.13  of  the  FEIS  and  potential  impacts  are 
presented  in  Section  4.13  of  the  FEIS.  Additional  text  was  added  to  Section  3.13 
regarding  BLM  management  of  lands  with  wilderness  characteristics.  Road 
building  in  special  designation  areas  is  restricted.  The  approval  of  access  roads 
for  the  project  would  occur  during  the  review  of  the  COM  Plan  and  the  subsequent 
Notice  to  Proceed. 

10-44  Comment  noted.  See  response  to  Letter  10  Comment  39. 

10-45  Comment  noted. 

10-46  The  Nevada  Renewable  Energy  Transmission  Access  Advisory  Committee 
(Nevada  RETAAC)  was  created  to  review  Nevada’s  energy  needs  and  demands, 
identify  potential  areas  of  renewable  energy  resources  in  Nevada,  and  assess  the 
existing  and  planned  transmission  access  to  these  resources.  As  a result  of 
Nevada  RETAAC  studies,  numerous  renewable  energy  zones  were  identified 
(Nevada  RETAAC  2009).  These  zones  include  8 wind  zones,  5 geothermal 
zones,  3 biomass  zones,  and  3 solar  zones.  Some  of  these  resources  are  located 
in  remote  areas  without  existing  access  to  the  power  grid.  Of  the  19  renewable 
energy  zones,  9 (2  solar,  3 wind,  2 geothermal,  2 biomass)  are  located  in  eastern 
Nevada  and  would  be  in  proximity  to  the  ON  Line  Project  and  could  potentially 
interconnect  with  the  grid  via  the  proposed  transmission  line.  The  ON  Line  Project 
does  not  represent  a “free-for-all  corridor  grab”.  Additional  information  was  added 
to  Section  1.5.4  of  the  FEIS. 

10-47  Comment  noted. 

10-48  The  BLM’s  Purpose  and  Need  for  this  Project  is  clearly  explained  in  Section  1.2  in 
the  FEIS.  The  BLM’s  purpose  is  to  provide  appropriate  ROW  access  and  BLM’s 
need  is  to  respond  to  the  Proponent’s  SF  299  application  for  ROW  under  FLPMA. 
The  Proponent’s  objectives  for  the  project  are  presented  in  Sections  1.4  and  1.5 
of  the  FEIS.  The  WWEC  EIS  (BLM  2009)  also  describes  the  need  for  the 
additional  projects  that  could  potentially  be  located  within  the  established  corridor. 
Chapter  5 of  the  DSEIS  examines  the  potential  impacts  of  the  known  and/or 
proposed  projects  on  a variety  of  resources  within  the  Cumulative  Impacts  Area. 

The  Ely  and  Las  Vegas  Resource  Management  Plans  are  the  respective  decision- 
making frameworks  for  each  BLM  District  and  include  mitigation 
framework/guidelines.  The  No  Action  Alternative  is  always  considered  by  BLM 
when  it  considers  alternatives  to  a Proposed  Action. 

10-49  See  responses  to  Letter  10  Comments  24,  25,  and  27-29. 
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10-50 

10-51 

10-52 

10-53 

10-54 


10-55 

10-56 

10-57 

10-58 


10-59 


10-60 


See  responses  to  Letter  10  Comments  22  and  23. 

Analysis  of  national  security  threats  is  outside  the  scope  of  this  project. 

A description  of  the  affected  environment  for  the  project  area  is  provided  in 
Chapter  3 and  an  analysis  of  the  potential  impacts  from  this  project  is  provided  in 
Chapter  4.  Appropriate  resource  sections  address  sage  brush  species. 

Baseline  data  for  greater  sage-grouse  is  presented  in  Section  3.8  of  the  FEIS. 
Impacts  to  greater  sage-grouse  from  the  project  are  analyzed  and  described  in 

Section  4.8. 

Impacts  to  vegetation  resources  and  the  risk  for  the  spread  of  cheatgrass  and 
other  weeds  in  described  in  Section  3.7.  In  addition,  a Weed  Risk  Assessment 
has  been  prepared  for  this  project  and  will  be  implemented.  Areas  currently 
infested  with  weeds  are  shown  on  the  Vegetation  Figures  in  Appendix  3B. 
Section  4.7  presents  risk  assessments  for  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action 
Alternative. 

Livestock  grazing  and  allotments  data  is  presented  in  Section  3.9  and  4.9  of  the 
DSEIS. 

There  are  no  existing  or  proposed  nuclear  plants  related  to  this  project. 

Comment  noted.  This  comment  is  out  of  the  scope  of  the  project. 

The  ON  Line  Project  would  interconnect  the  existing  north  and  south  electrical 
systems.  No  other  suitable  sites  were  identified  for  the  proposed  transmission  line 
that  would  be  within  a federally-designated  utility  corridor,  access  potential 
renewable  resources  areas  of  eastern  Nevada,  and  connect  the  north  and  south 
service  areas.  See  Section  2.5  of  the  FEIS,  Alternatives  Considered  but 
Eliminated,  for  additional  information.  The  federally-designated  utility  corridor  was 
created  in  an  effort  to  bundle  utilities  into  a single  corridor  to  minimize  impacts  (see 
WWEC  EIS,  BLM  2009).  A route  along  Highway  93  was  not  considered  since  it 
would  be  almost  entirely  outside  the  federally-designated  corridor. 

The  BLM  recently  completed  the  West-wide  Energy  Corridor  Programmatic  EIS 
that  resulted  in  a Resource  Management  Plan  and  Record  of  Decision  for 
Designation  of  Energy  Corridors  on  BLM  Administered  Lands  in  11  Western 
States.  The  NEPA  process  requires  that  BLM  always  consider  the  No  Action 
Alternative  before  arriving  at  a Record  of  Decision.  NEPA,  however,  is  a 
procedural  statute  and  does  not  compel  the  agency  to  avoid  environmental  harm. 
Regulations  at  43  CFR  2804.26  set  forth  the  reasons  that  may  cause  BLM  to  deny 
a right-of-way  application. 

Comment  noted.  The  Environmental  Protection  Measures  and  Best  Management 
Practices  described  in  Section  2.2.2  the  FEIS,  included  as  part  of  the  Proposed 
Action  and  Action  Alternative,  along  with  the  Monitoring  and  Mitigation  Measures 
outlined  in  Section  2.7,  have  been  deemed  sufficient  to  avoid,  reduce,  and/or 
mitigate  environmental  impacts  of  the  project  and  to  be  in  compliance  with 
applicable  agency  management  plans. 
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10-61  Comment  noted.  This  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  project.  The  ON  Line  Project 

would  interconnect  the  northern  and  southern  electrical  systems,  thereby  creating 
a more  efficient  and  reliable  system  that  would  reduce  the  stresses  that  can  cause 
rolling  black  outs  and  other  effects  of  an  overloaded  system. 

10-62  Comments  and  concerns  expressed  and  submitted  specifically  in  regards  to  other 
EIS  documents  (i.e.,  West-Wide  Energy  Corridor  PEIS)  have  been  addressed  in 
those  documents  and  are  not  specific  to  the  ON  Line  Project  DSEIS.  No  right-of- 
way  application  was  analyzed  in  the  West-wide  Energy  Corridor  PEIS;  rather  the 
analysis  there  was  programmatic  in  nature.  NEPA  regulations  at  40  CFR  1503.3 
require  that  comments  on  an  EIS  or  on  a proposed  action  be  as  specific  as 
possible.  Those  comments  not  specifically  addressing  the  content  in  the  ON  Line 
Project  DSEIS  document  will  not  be  considered  or  responded  to.  Please  refer  to 
those  previous  documents  for  responses  to  your  previous  comments. 

10-63  The  ON  Line  Project  on  the  north  end  would  connect  into  the  existing  Falcon  to 
Gonder  Transmission  Line  northwest  of  Ely;  it  would  not  extend  up  into  Idaho 
where  the  Burley  Wind  Project  is  proposed.  The  proposed  ON  Line  Project  route 
is  within  a federally  designated  utility  corridor.  This  corridor  was  established  to 
minimize  impacts  of  multiple  utility  projects  by  bundling  them  all  together.  The 
highway  93  and  318  alignments  are  not  within  the  federally-designated  utility 
corridor. 

10-64  Comment  noted.  The  ON  Line  Project  would  connect  into  the  Falcon  to  Gonder 
Transmission  Line  northwest  of  Ely;  it  would  not  extend  into  Idaho. 
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Comment  Letter  #11 


From: 

To: 

Subject: 

Date: 

Attachments: 


Michael  Dwver@blm.gov 
Jenni  Prince-Ma honey; 

Fw:  Additional  comments  on  NV  Online 

Monday,  January  11,  2010  3:14:48  PM 

SWIP  TRanscanada  Chinook  Zephyr  brochure  LR.pdf 

Ely  SWIP  additlonAL  COMMENTS 

Ely  SWIP  Appeal  Response 


Ely  SWIP  EA 

Ely  Southwest  Intertie  Appeal 


From:  Katie  Fite  [katie@westernwatersheds.org] 
Sent;  01/08/2010  07:55  PM  MST 
To:  Michael  Dwyer 

Subject:  Additional  comments  on  NV  Online 


January  7,  2010 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 
Ely  District  Office 

HC33  Box  33500  (702  N.  Industrial  Way) 

Ely,  Nevada  89301-9408 

Attn: 

Michael  Dwyer 
Rosemary  Thomas 

RE:  Nevada  ON  Line  DEIS 

Dear  BLM, 

Here  are  additional  documents  related  to  comments  of  Western  Watersheds 
Project  on  the  NV  ON  Line  DEIS  proposal. 


(11-1) 


We  ask  that  these  documents,  and  concerns  about  desert  tortoise  and  other 
native  species  and  ALL  Issues  discussed  in  these  comments  be  fully 
considered  in  relation  to  the  ON  Line  Project.  In  fact,  please  substitute  the 
word  Online  for  SWIP  in  these  documents  and  you  wil  have  additional 
concerns  of  WWP  related  to  ONLine. 

Why  does  ONLine  have  to  do  an  EIS  when  SWIP  did  not?  The  EIS  is  just  as 
substanceless  as  the  SWIP  EA  was. 

BLM  is  woefully  scorning  NEPA  with  its  both  the  ONLine  and  SWIP 
process. 

It  is  hard  to  distinguish  the  paths  of  SWIP  and  ON  line  on  the  map  in  the  EIS 
on  the  Website. 

It  seems  they  overlap  with  just  a little  divide,  but  the  detail  is  not  sufficient 
to  understand  what  is  going  on. 

Desert  tortoise  mitigation  associated  with  SWIP’s  segmented  southern 
portion  was  wholy  inadequate-  including  not  providing  raven  anti-perch 
devices  outside  critical  habitat,  and  not  addressing  livestock  facilities  and 
disturbances  that  promote  raven  problems.  See  Attached  comments,  Appeal 
on  SWIP. 

We  ask  that  this  info  be  fully  incorporated  into  the  Project  Record. 

Also  I have  Attached  a Map  of  Transcanada  Chinook.  Is  this  the  northern 
connector  with  ONiine? 

Katie  Fite 

Western  Watersheds  Project 
PO  Box  2863 
Boise,  ID  83701 
208-429-1679 


(11-2) 

(11-3) 

(11-4) 

(11-5) 
( 11 - 6 ) 

(11-7) 


Katie  Fite 


7.2.1 1 Response  to  Comment  Letter  1 1 

11-1  See  response  to  Letter  10  Comment  62. 

11-2  Comment  noted.  An  EIS  was  completed  for  the  SWIP  Transmission  Line  in  1993 

and  a ROW  authorization  granted  in  1994.  A Determination  of  NEPA  Adequacy 
was  completed  for  the  existing  right-of-way  for  the  Great  Basin  Transmission  Line 
(aka  SWIP-South),  and  it  was  determined  by  BLM  that  the  existing  NEPA  was  not 
adequate.  The  BLM  determined  that  the  proposed  minor  alignment  changes  for 
that  project  only  required  an  Environmental  Assessment  document,  not  an  EIS, 
since  an  EIS  had  already  been  completed  in  1994  for  the  majority  of  that  project. 
NV  Energy  has  applied  for  a new  right-of-way  for  its  project,  resulting  in  potentially 
significant  impacts;  thus  an  EIS  is  required  to  be  prepared. 

11-3  Comment  noted.  BLM  disagrees  with  the  comment. 

11-4  The  SWIP-South  transmission  line  is  not  included  on  the  ON  Line  Project  DSEIS 

figures.  These  maps  present  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative  routes 
only.  The  SWIP-South  transmission  line  would  be  200  feet  (west  from  the  Action 
Alternative  route  and  1,600  feet  (east)  from  the  Proposed  Action  route,  except 
where  the  Proposed  Action  deviates  from  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor. 

11-5  Management  Actions  (SS-33)  for  Mojave  Desert  Scrub  Habitat  and  the  desert 

tortoise  are  described  in  Section  2.2.2,  Environmental  Protection  Measures  and 
Best  Management  Practices,  of  the  FEIS.  Section  7 consultation  with  the  USFWS 
would  be  conducted  as  a request  to  append  the  current  Biological  Opinions  would 
be  prepared  and  applicable  Terms  and  Conditions  of  these  Biological  Opinions 
would  be  fully  implemented  and  followed. 

11-6  Comments  and  concerns  expressed  and  submitted  specifically  in  regard  to  other 

EIS  documents  and  associated  documents  (i.e.,  SWIP  EIS  or  the  Appeal  to  the  Ely 
BLM  on  the  SWIP  EIS)  have  been  addressed  in  those  documents  and  are  not 
specific  to  the  ON  Line  Project  DSEIS.  NEPA  regulations  at  40  CFR  1503.3 
require  that  comments  on  an  EIS  be  as  specific  as  possible.  Thus,  those 
comments  not  specifically  addressing  the  content  in  the  ON  Line  Project  DSEIS 
document  will  not  be  considered  or  responded  to.  See  those  previous  documents 
for  responses  to  those  comments. 

11-7  The  objective  of  the  ON  Line  Project  would  be  to  connect  NV  Energy’s  northern 

and  southern  power  grid  systems.  The  TransCanada  Chinook  project  is  a 
separate  project  that  would  be  constructed  by  another  proponent  and  is  not  the 
northern  connector  of  the  ON  Line  Project. 
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Comment  Letter  #12 


From:  Michael  Pwver@blm.gov 

To:  Jenni  Prince-Mahonev: 

Subject:  Fw:  DSEIS  One  NV  500  kv  Transmission  Line  (Ely  BLM) 

Date:  Monday,  November  16,  2009  10:28:43  AM 


From;  Katie  Fite  [katie@westernwatersheds.org] 

Sent;  11/15/2009  06:07  PM  MST 
To;  Michael  Dwyer 

Subject:  DSEIS  One  NV  500  kv  Transmission  Line  (Ely  BLM) 


Dear  BLM  and  Mr.  Dwyer, 

Please  send  me  a hard  copy  and  a cd  of  the  OneNV  DEIS. 

Please  also  consider  this  to  be  a comment  by  Western  Watersheds  Project  on  the 
One  NV  Project  DEIS:  Significant  mitigation  must  occur  for  this  project.  Please 
consider  retirement  of  livestock  grazing  allotments  along  and  near  the  route  of  this 
line  and  passive  restoration  as  part  of  the  mitigation  plan. 

Aren't  many  of  these  allotments  and  the  damaging  grazing  that  occurs  here  - now 
controlled  by  SNWA,  water  speculators,  developers,  mines,  etc.?  As  part  of 
mitigation  here,  the  power  company  should  seek  purchase/trade/some  kind  of 
deal  - and  retirement  of  these  permits.  Please  identify  all  allotments  and  the 
conditions  of  the  lands  and  habitats  crossed  by/near  this  large  line.  How  does  poor 
condition  of  the  land,  overstocking,  etc.  affect  the  vulnerability  of  lands  to 
disturbance?  The  likelihood  of  extirpation  of  populations  of  wildlife  due  to  this 
line,  its  disturbance  and  foreseeable  development  that  it  spawns?? 

What  are  the  cumulative  effects  of  this  line,  others  it  may  tie  into,  the  northern  leg 
of  SWIP,  all  the  SNWA  water  mining  rights-of-way,  pipes,  wind  farms,  solar 
development,  etc.  - on  important  and  sensitive  species? 

What  development  will  this  line  spawn? 

Please  provide  detailed  analysis  of  the  ecological  conditions  of  the  lands,  and  the 
status  of  the  sage-grouse  and  pygmy  rabbits  that  are  affected. 


(12-1) 

(12-2) 

(12-3) 

(12-4) 

(12-5) 
(12-6 } 


There  is  increasing  concern  about  the  heaith  effects  of  these  high  tension  lines  on 
humans.  Please  provide  an  analysis  of  such  effects  on  mammals.  What  hazardsous 
substances  will  native  species,  and  the  public,  be  exposed  to? 

There  is  increasing  concern  about  the  global  warming  gases  associated  with  sub- 
stations, and  gases  in  transformers  that  may  be  released. 

Wil  this  line  carry  any  power  that  may  be  coming  from  the  horrendously  damaging 
proposed  China  Mountain  Project  in  southern  Idaho?  The  Spring  Valley  wind  farm? 

How  much  power  will  be  wasted  along  the  length  of  this  line  - depending  on  the 
origin  of  electricity?  What  plants  (coal,  natural  gas,  wind  farms,  geothermal,  etc.) 
may  be  linked  to  this-  in  either  the  north  or  south  leg?  Where  will  they  potentially 
be  located? 

BLM  must  analyze  the  full  range  of  adverse  effects  {habitat  loss,  fragmentation, 
degradation,  etc.)  of  all  the  purposeful  destruction  of  sagebrush  and  pinyon- 
juniper  that  Ely  BLM  proposes,  and  that  is  laid  out  in  the  Land  Use  Plan.  What  will 
be  the  cumulative  and  additive  adverse  effects  of  all  of  this  activity, along  with  this 
line,  other  developments,  etc.? 

How  will  weeds  be  controlled?  Will  the  herbicides  from  BLM's  weed  EIS  be  used?  If 
so,  many  of  these  are  very  damaging  to  the  environment.  How  in  the  word  will  the . 
disturbed  soils  be  recovered  if  domestic  livestock  grazing  continues  here?  How  will  | 
climate  change,  and  the  desertified  conditions  of  many  of  the  lands,  hinder 
recovery? 

Where  are  all  Highway  or  other  fences  located  within  5 miles  of  this  fine?  Wiff  the 
line  increase  fencing?  How  will  it  affect  any  wild  horses? 

Please  identify  all  better  condition  or  intact  habitats  and  communities  along  the 
possible  routes  (in  Ely  lands,  this  includes  intact  microbiotic  crusts- which  the 
range  staff  largely  ignore  the  v;!aue  of).  Please  avoid,  or  take  special  measures  to 
absolutely  minimize  disturbance  to  these  areas. 

Where  coufd  construction  occur  by  helicopter  use  vs.  crosscountry  travef? 

Will  ancillary/spur/other  lines  diverge  from  OneNV- to  gold  mines?  Wind?  SNWA 
water  mining  activity  sites? 

Please  provide  a detailed  mapping  and  engineering  plans  for  all  roads  that  ma  be 
used.  Pleas  provide  detailed  analysis  of  all  rehabe/closure  actions  for  all  roads.  We 
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have  frequently  seen  livestock  operations  use  roads  for  water  hauling , salting, 
etc  - amplifying  adverse  effects  of  these  lines.  These  actions  should  be  prohibited 
as  part  of  the  "BMPs”  here. 

Where  can  any  segments  of  the  line  be  buried?  Is  there  a range  of  alternatives  that 
examines  several  routes  so  that  a path  with  a somewhat  reduced  Impact  can  be 
chosen? 

How  might  a "smart  grid"  and  locally  produced  power  make  this  line  wholy  or 
partially  unnecessary?  What  projects  of  this  type  are  foreseeable  or  underway  in 
Las  Vegas  or  elsewhere? 

How  has  the  economic  downturn  reduced  the  need  for  power? 

Will  any  segment  of  this  line,  or  the  northern  leg  of  SWIP,  cross  the  path  of  the 
Ruby  El  Paso  gas  line? 

Send  EIS  to: 

Katie  Fite 

Western  Watersheds  Project 
PO  Box  2863 
Boise,  ID  83701 

How  many  sage-grouse  leks  (and  where  are  they)  are  located  within  10  miles  of 
this  line?  How  viable  are  all  populations  of  grouse  affected  by  the  line?  How  many 
leks,  and  what  number  of  birds  are  present? 

How  many  pygmy  rabbit  burrows?  What  is  the  status  of  pygmy  rabbit  populations 
here?  Ely  BLM  is  destroying  many  important  pygmy  sites  through  sagebrush 
mowing/harrowing,  etc.  to  increase  livestock  firage  under  the  guise  of  "grouse 
habitat  improvement". 

How  much  desert  tortoise  habitat? 

How  will  this  line,  its  access  roads,  weeds,  herbicides  and  other  disturbance 
increase  threats  to  these  and  other  sensitive  species? 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  12 

Proposed  mitigation  is  provided  in  Section  2.7,  as  well  as  in  each  resource  section 
of  the  Chapter  4 in  the  EIS.  BLM  Best  Management  Practices  as  well  as 
proponent  committed  environmental  protection  measures  (Section  2.2.2)  would 
help  to  mitigate  potential  impacts.  Retirement  of  livestock  allotments  is  not 
proposed  as  mitigation.  There  are  specific  criteria  in  the  Ely  RMP  and  the  CFRs 
for  closing  a grazing  allotment.  Impacts  from  this  project  would  not  require  that 
BLM  close  grazing  allotments. 

Allotments  within  and  along  the  proposed  ON  Line  Project  are  presented  in 
Section  3.9  of  the  DSEIS.  Wildlife  habitats  are  presented  in  Section  3.8  of  the 
DSEIS.  Potential  impacts  to  these  resources  from  the  ON  Line  Project  are 
presented  in  Sections  4.8  and  4.9  of  the  DSEIS.  Mitigation  does  not  include 
relinquishment  or  retirement  of  grazing  allotments  because  there  are  specific 
criteria  in  the  Ely  RMP  and  the  CFRs  for  closing  a grazing  allotment.  Impacts  from 
this  project  would  not  require  that  BLM  close  grazing  allotments. 

Information  on  the  wildlife  resources  present  within  the  project  area  are  described 
in  Section  3.8  and  impacts  to  wildlife  from  the  project  are  analyzed  and  described 
in  Section  4.8.  The  discussion  of  the  baseline  conditions  of  the  lands  as  related  to 
wildlife  and  grazing  are  presented  in  Sections  3.8  and  3.9  of  the  FEIS. 

The  cumulative  effects  analysis  is  presented  in  Chapter  5 of  the  ON  Line  Project 
DSEIS. 

There  are  no  specific  projects  or  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  (i.e.,an 
application  or  Plan  of  Development  has  been  submitted  for  a specific  project)  that 
would  be  developed  as  a result  of  construction  of  the  ON  Line  Project.  Chapter  5 
presents  the  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  actions  known  or 
proposed  within  the  Cumulative  Effects  Study  Areas  and  analyzes  the  cumulative 
effects  of  those  combined  with  the  proposed  ON  Line  Project.  There  is  potential 
for  solar,  geothermal,  and  wind  projects  (see  Nevada  RETRAAC  report)  to  be 
proposed  and  developed  that  would  then  utilize  the  ON  Line  Project. 

Chapters  3 and  4 of  the  DSEIS  provide  the  baseline  ecological  conditions  and 
analysis  of  potential  impacts  from  the  proposed  ON  Line  Project.  Greater  sage- 
grouse  and  pygmy  rabbits  are  discussed  and  impacts  to  such  analyzed  in 
Sections  3.8.3  and  4.8  of  the  FEIS,  respectively. 

The  remote  location  of  much  of  the  proposed  transmission  line  generally  precludes 
human  exposure  to  the  high  voltage  lines.  There  are  no  hazardous  substances 
emanating  from  power  lines  that  would  affect  humans  or  other  mammals.  Section 
4.6.1,  under  Operations,  Maintenance,  and  Abandonment,  presents  emissions  of 
sodium  hexafluoride  used  in  the  transformers.  See  Section  4.19,  Hazardous 
Materials  and  Solid  Waste,  for  information  on  hazardous  substances.  Sodium 
hexafluoride  is  non-toxic.  See  response  to  Letter  10  Comment  37. 

See  Section  4.6,  Air  Quality.  Gas  used  in  transformers  (sodium  hexafluoride)  is 
discussed  in  Section  4.6.1  (Operations,  Maintenance,  and  Abandonment)  and 
potential  greenhouse  gas  emissions  are  presented  in  Section  4.6.4, 
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12-9  There  is  the  potential  for  the  ON  Line  Project  to  carry  power  generated  from  the 

China  Mountain  Project  and  Spring  Valley  Wind  Project. 

12-10  There  are  inadvertent  losses  along  any  power  line,  factored  into  its  design  and 
planned  use,  so  in  effect  there  is  no  power  “wasted”.  Since  the  proposed  ON  Line 
Project  would  interconnect  NV  Energy’s  northern  and  southern  electrical  systems, 
existing  power  sources  (http://ndep.nv.gov/bapc/graphics/power.pdf)  would  be 
utilized  to  provide  electricity  to  the  system;  these  are  located  in  the  Las  Vegas 
area  and  scattered  from  Elko  to  the  west  portion  of  northern  Nevada. 

12-11  Impacts  to  vegetation  and  wildlife  are  presented  in  Section  4.7  and  4.8 

respectively,  in  the  EIS. 

1 2-1 2 Cumulative  effects  are  presented  in  Chapter  5 of  the  EIS. 

12-13  See  Appendix  2A  for  Best  Management  Practices  that  include  measures  for 
noxious  weed  control.  The  project  would  be  in  compliance  with  the  Ely  District 
Integrated  Weed  Management  Plan  and  the  Las  Vegas  Weed  Management  Plan. 
All  herbicides  proposed  to  be  used  by  the  proponent  in  the  future  would  need  to  be 
approved  by  the  BLM  prior  to  their  use. 

12-14  Areas  of  temporary  disturbance  would  be  relatively  small  and  unlikely  to  attract 
livestock  as  little  forage  would  be  available.  The  ON  Line  Project  would  have  to 
attain  the  reclamation  coverage  as  presented  in  Appendix  2A  which  requires  100 
percent  vegetative  coverage  in  the  Great  Basin  and  70  percent  in  the  Mojave 
Desert. 

12-15  Reclamation  of  lands  temporarily  disturbed  during  construction  of  the  ON  Line 
Project  would  occur  in  the  short-term  and  would  not  likely  be  impacted  or  hindered 
by  climate  change.  Appropriate  reclamation  practices  would  be  implemented  to 
ensure  successful  recovery  of  the  temporarily  impacted  disturbance  areas. 

12-16  The  transmission  line  would  not  be  fenced.  Section  4.9  provides  the  analysis  of 
potential  impacts  to  wild  horses. 

12-17  Vegetation  and  wildlife  habitats  are  presented  in  the  Section  3.7  and  3.8  of  the 
FEIS  respectively.  Chapter  4 of  the  FEIS  presents  potential  impacts  to  these 
habitats  as  a result  of  the  project  alternatives.  BMPs,  identified  in  Section  2.2.2 
and  Appendix  2A  of  the  FEIS,  would  help  minimize  impacts  to  these  areas. 

12-18  The  project  COM  Plan  will  detail  where  construction  would  utilize  helicopters 
versus  cross-country  travel.  Specific  use  of  helicopters  would  be  detailed  in  the 
COM  Plan.  The  COM  Plan  would  be  developed  consistent  with  BLM  guidelines 
and  BMPs  and  would  be  finalized  and  approved  prior  to  a Notice  to  Proceed  for 
the  project  is  granted. 

12-19  No  ancillary  or  spur  lines  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  ON  Line  Project,  other  than 
the  loop-in  to  the  existing  Falcon  to  Gonder  345  kV  line  that  will  then  connect  the 
northern  and  southern  NV  Energy  service  areas.  There  is  potential  for 
ancillary/spur  lines  to  other  developments  in  the  future;  the  potential  environmental 
effects  of  those  would  be  analyzed  in  their  own  permitting  processes  and 
environmental  reviews. 
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12-20  The  COM  Plan  would  fully  identify  all  access  roads  proposed  to  be  used, 
improved,  and/or  created  for  construction  activities  and  would  be  required  for  the 
Notice  to  Proceed  for  the  project.  Chapter  2 discusses  the  access  roads  that 
could  be  needed  for  the  project.  The  COM  Plan  would  be  developed  consistent 
with  BLM  guidelines  and  BMPs.  Temporary  roads  would  be  reclaimed.  Section 
2.2.2  of  the  FEIS  details  Environmental  Protection  Measures  and  Best 
Management  Practices  to  minimize  disturbance  and  support  reclamation. 
Mitigation  measures  are  presented  in  the  FEIS  Chapter  4 analysis.  Additional 
BMPs  are  presented  in  Appendix  2A  of  the  FEIS. 

12-21  The  power  line  would  not  be  buried  as  burying  the  power  line  would  create  greater 
impacts  to  resources,  there  would  be  extended  outage  durations  for  repairs 
(weeks  versus  hours  for  an  overhead  line),  and  there  would  be  much  higher  and  in 
most  cases  prohibitive  construction  costs  (about  10  times  the  cost  of  an  overhead 
line).  The  alternatives  presented  in  the  DSEIS  would  be  located  generally  within 
the  federally  designated  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  which  was  established  to  minimize 
disturbance  by  locating  multiple  utilities  within  one  area. 

12-22  This  project  would  interconnect  NV  Energy’s  northern  and  southern  power  grids; 

see  Section  1.2  of  the  FEIS.  Additional  locally  produced  power  would  not  negate 
the  need  for  the  transmission  line  as  the  flexible  distribution  of  power  would  still  be 
required.  Further,  renewable  power  resources  are  not  necessarily  located  next  to 
population  centers.  Reasonably  foreseeable  projects/actions  are  presented  in 
Chapter  5 of  the  FEIS  and  are  listed  in  Appendix  5A. 

12-23  The  ON  Line  Project’s  main  objective  is  to  interconnect  NV  Energy’s  northern  and 
southern  service  areas  for  the  first  time  (see  Section  1.2  and  Section  1.5.6).  The 
project  is  not  dependent  on  an  increased  need  for  power,  but  rather  efficiency  and 
ability  to  transfer  power  between  the  northern  and  southern  electrical  grids. 
However,  the  ON  Line  Project  would  have  the  capacity  to  carry  additional  load  as 
needs  increase.  The  project’s  main  objective  is  not  related  to  demand  for 
electricity,  but  rather  the  interconnection  of  two  systems  for  reliability,  therefore  the 
project  is  not  affected  by  the  downturn  in  the  economy. 

12-24  The  ON  Line  Project  would  not  cross  the  path  of  the  El  Paso  Ruby  gas  pipeline. 

12-25  Section  3.8  provides  the  baseline  data  for  greater  sage-grouse  in  relation  to  the 

project  area,  including  the  number  of  leks.  Table  3.8-2  in  the  FEIS  presents 
active,  inactive,  and  historic  leks  in  the  project  area.  Exact  numbers  of  birds 
present  is  not  known  as  it  changes  year  to  year.  However,  greater  sage-grouse 
populations  in  the  area  are  viable. 

12-26  Section  3.8  provides  the  baseline  data  for  pygmy  rabbits  in  relation  to  the  project 
area.  The  comment  stating  that  BLM  is  destroying  important  pygmy  rabbit  sites 
under  the  guise  of  “grouse  habitat  improvement”  will  not  be  addressed  as  it  is  not 
applicable  to  the  ON  Line  Project. 

12-27  Section  3.8  provides  the  baseline  data  for  desert  tortoise  and  related  habitat  in 
relation  to  the  project  area. 

12-28  Analysis  of  potential  impacts  to  wildlife,  including  special  status  species,  is 
presented  in  Section  4.8  of  the  DSEIS. 
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Comment  Letter  #13 


BLM  Ely  District  Office 

ATTN:  Michael  Dwyer  January  8,  2010 

702  North  Industrial  Way 
Ely,  NV  89301 


Via  E-mail:  Michael__dwyer@blm.gov 
RE:  ON  Nevada  Transmission  Line  DSEIS 


Dear  Mr.  Dwyer: 

Please  accept  these  comments  regarding  the  above  project  on  behalf  of  the  Center  for 
Biological  Diversity  (“Center”).  The  Center  is  a non-profit,  public  interest  environmental 
organization  dedicated  to  the  protection  of  native  species  and  their  habitats  through 
science,  policy,  and  environmental  law.  The  Center  has  over  240,000  members  and  on- 
line activists  throughout  Nevada  and  the  United  States.  Our  members  frequently  use  the 
public  lands  of  Nevada  for  recreational  and  scientific  pursuits  and  are  deeply  concerned 
about  the  protection  of  the  species  found  there  and  their  habitats. 

We  offer  the  following  comments  upon  our  review  of  the  Draft  Supplemental 
Environmental  Impact  Statement  (“DSEIS"). 

1.  The  propose  One  Nevada/ON  Line  project  ("project”)  should  be  primarily  dedicated 
for  the  transmission  of  energy  from  renewable  sources. 

We  recognize  the  potential  need  to  move  energy  across  the  line  between  northern  and 
southern  Nevada  and  that  existing  sources  of  energy  include  power  from  coal  and  gas 
powered  plants.  The  Center  supports  the  project  to  the  extent  that  it  will  be  used  to 
transport  electricity  generated  by  appropriately-sited,  low-carbon  resources  such  as 
solar,  wind,  and  geothermal.  These  resources  have  significantly  less  environmental 
impacts  on  public  health,  welfare,  and  the  environment  than  high-carbon  resources, 
such  as  coal. 


The  SEIS  must  identify  how  this  project  relates  to  existing  and  proposed  renewable 
energy  projects  and  how  it  will  assist  and  meet  the  transmission  needs  of  these  and 
foreseeable  future  renewable  energy  projects.  Existing  BLM  renewable  energy 
permits  and  rights-of-way,  project  applications,  established  renewable  energy  zones, 
and  the  Nevada  Renewable  Energy  Transmission  Access  Advisory  Committee  reports 
can  inform  and  enlighten  the  agency  in  addressing  this  concern. 
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We  request  that,  through  the  permitting  process,  the  proponent  make  a commitment 
that  only  low-carbon  sources  of  electricity  contribute  new  power  to  the  ON  Line. 
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2.  The  purpose  and  need  should  address  the  relationship  between  the  previously- 
approved  “Great  Basin”  transmission  line  and  this  project. 

It  is  unclear  how  this  project  is  related  to  or  overlaps  the  transmission  capacity  relative 
to  the  transmission  lines  (commonly  known  as  the  Great  Basin  project)  that  are  being 
proposed  by  Dynegy  Inc.  and  LS  Power  Associates  for  the  White  Pine  Energy  Station. 
The  White  Pine  Energy  Station  project  has  been  approved  by  the  BLM,  but  as  with  the 
Ely  Energy  Center  project,  the  proponents  have  decided  to  postpone  construction  of 
the  coal-fired  power  plant  component  of  their  proposal  indefinitely.  They  have 
indicated  that  they  will  still  proceed  with  their  proposed  transmission  line  as  part  of  the 
Southwest  Intertie  Project  (“SWIP”),  and  the  BLM  has  granted  them  approval  to  do 
so.1 

This  begs  the  question  of  whether  the  One  Nevada  transmission  lines  are  needed,  and 
also  draws  into  question  the  DSEIS’  Purpose  and  Need.  According  to  NEPA’s 
implementing  regulations,  an  EIS  “shall  briefly  specify  the  underlying  purpose  and  need 
to  which  the  agency  is  responding  in  proposing  the  alternatives  including  the  proposed 
action.”  40  C.F.R.  § 1502.13.  In  order  to  ensure  that  a full  range  of  alternatives  is 
considered,  the  preparing  agency  must  not  unduly  narrow  the  project  objectives.  City 
of  Carmel-by-the  Sea  v.  U.S.  Dept.  ofTransp.,  123  F.3d  1142,  1155  (9th  Cir.  1997) 
(holding  that  because  the  purpose  and  need  of  a project  defines  the  range  of 
alternatives,  an  agency  “cannot  define  its  objectives  in  unreasonably  narrow  terms51); 
Envtt.  Prot.  Info.  Ctr.  v.  U.S.  Forest  Sen/.,  2007  WL  1417163  at  *2  (9th  Cir.  May  9, 

2007)  (holding  that  the  Forest  Service  violated  NEPA  “by  defining  the  goals  of  its 
project  so  narrowly  that  only  its  preferred  alternative  would  serve  those  goals”). 

BLM  must  clarify  this  relationship  and  any  need  for  the  project,  and/or  include  the 
capacity  to  be  provided  by  the  Great  Basin  project  as  an  alternative. 

At  the  minimum,  as  part  of  the  decisionmaking  and  permitting  process,  BLM  should 
ensure  that  the  two  projects  are  synchronized  in  order  to  minimize  the  disruption  and 
disturbance  to  the  environment.  i 


3.  Transmission  line(s)  location  options  in  southern  Lincoln  County. 

The  proposed  transmission  line(s)  for  the  most  part  would  be  located  in  the  SWIP 
corridor.  One  exception  is  in  southern  Lincoln  County,  where  an  alternative  route  has 
line(s)  departing  from  the  SWIP  and  crossing  the  Deiamar  Mountains,  proceeding 
down  the  Kane  Springs  Valley  along  the  Kane  Springs  Road  and  re-joining  the  SWIP 
corridor  at  the  Highway  U.S.  93  junction. 

This  alternative  route  raised  several  concerns  with  regards  to  impacts  to  wildlife. 


1 See  Appendics  A & B. 
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The  alternative  route  would  cross  desert  tortoise  critical  habitat  for  about  one-third  of 
its  length.  Whereas  the  SWIP  route  would  also  cross  or  border  desert  tortoise  critical 
habitat,  it  does  so  along  an  already  heavily-disturbed  U.S.  93  corridor.  Boarman 
reported  that  researchers  have  found  a tortoise  depression  zone  along  major 
highways,  and  similar  impact  zones  are  not  found  along  lesser  traveled  routes.2 
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The  alternative  route  would  more  heavily  impact  habitat  for  desert  bighorn  sheep  by 
crossing  occupied  bighorn  habitat  where  it  crosses  the  Delamar  Mountains,  and 
further  fragments  bighorn  habitat  by  widening  the  disturbed  area  in  the  Kane  Springs 
Valley.  Construction  activity  could  also  disrupt  bighorn  migration  routes,  lambing 
areas  or  access  to  water.  Bighorn  critical  habitats  must  be  mapped  and  then  avoided 
or  adequately  mitigated. 
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The  alternative  route  would  also  cause  greater  impacts  to  Congressionally-designated 
Wilderness  Areas.  While  not  physically  intruding  into  Wilderness,  the  alternative  route 
travels  down  the  Kane  Springs  Valley,  a narrow  corridor  that  bisects  two  Wilderness 
areas.  The  result  would  be  heavy  visual  impacts  for  users  of  both  areas. 
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4.  Impacts  from  invasive  species. 

Of  particular  concern  are  the  impacts  of  noxious  and  invasive  plants  in  the 
transmission  line  corridor  and  construction  disturbance  zone. 


Cheatgrass,  red  brome,  Sahara  mustard  and  other  invasive  plants  are  becoming 
increasingly  common  in  Nevada.  These  species  tend  to  become  more  common  along 
linear  features  such  as  roads  and  trails  because  of  transport  of  seed  from  infested 
areas  to  non-infested  areas.3  Changes  in  plant  communities  caused  by  non-native 
plants  and  recurrent  fire  can  negatively  affect  the  desert  tortoise  by  altering  habitat 
structure  and  species  available  as  food  plants.4  It  is  therefore  critical  that  the  BLM 
develop  aggressive  and  effective  weed  management  plans  and  ensures  a funding 
source  to  implement  them. 
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5.  impacts  to  desert  tortoises  and  their  habitat. 

Segments  9D,  10  and  1 1 pass  through  desert  tortoise  habitat,  much  of  which  has 
been  designated  as  critical  habitat  (Mormon  Mesa  Critical  Habitat  Unit)  under  the 


2 Boarman,  William  I.  2002.  Threats  to  Desert  Tortoise  Populations:  A Critical  Review  of  the  Literature.  USGS 
Western  Ecological  Research  Center,  San  Diego,  CA.  pp  54-55. 

3 Gelhard,  Jonathan  L.  and  Jayne  Belnap.  2003.  Roads  as  conduits  for  exotic  plant  invasions  in  a semiarid  landscape. 
Conservation  Biology  i7(2):420-432. 

4 Brooks,  M.L.,  and  T.C.  Esque.  2002.  Alien  plants  and  tire  in  desert  tortoise  habitat  of  the  Mojave  and  Colorado 
deserts.  Chelonian  Conservation  Biology  4:330-340. 
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Endangered  Species  Act.5  As  such,  special  care  must  be  taken  to  avoid,  minimize 
and  mitigate  any  adverse  effects  on  desert  tortoises  and  their  habitat  from  this  project. 

From  our  review  of  the  DSEIS,  it  appears  that  the  BLM  is  not  even  intending  to  fully 
implement  direction  to  protect  desert  tortoises  found  in  the  Ely  Proposed  Resource 
Management  Plan  (“RMP").  As  a minimum,  management  actions  SS-24,  25,  26,  27, 
29,  31 , 32  and  33  found  in  the  RMP  should  be  implemented  along  with  any  more 
stringent  requirements  that  arise  from  ESA  Section  7 consultations  with  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service.6 

There  are  numerous  studies  pointing  to  the  damaging  effects  of  OHVs  on  desert 
ecosystems,  including  direct  wildlife  mortality,  crushing  of  tortoise  burrows,  soil 
compaction,  vegetative  destruction,  and  toxins  emission.7  Experience  and 
observation  show  that  power  line  rights-of-way  and  service  roads  are  more  often  than 
not  heavily  used  by  off-road  motorized  recreationists.  Furthermore,  the  type  of  use  is 
particularly  onerous  as  the  rights-of-way  are  conducive  to  and  facilitate  high  speed 
motorized  uses  on  them. 

Boarman  reported  that  utility  corridors  caused  linear  impacts  to  tortoises  well  beyond 
hose  of  point  source  impacts.  Studies  have  revealed  that  80%  of  the  tortoises  killed  in 
California  and  Nevada  during  the  study  period  were  killed  along  utility  corridors.8 

The  BLM  must  institute  design,  management  and  enforcement  strategies  and  plans  to 
manage  and  curtail  motorized  uses  along  the  transmission  corridor,  particularly  where 
it  passes  through  habitat  for  desert  tortoise.  We  find  the  DSEIS  deficient  in  addressing 
our  concerns  regarding  post-construction  management  of  powerline  roads. 


5 SDEIS  Figure  3.13-1,  Table  3.13-1,  and  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  1994.  Desert  Tortoise  (Mojave  Population) 
Recovery  Plan.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  Portland,  OR. 

6 BLM.  2007.  Ely  Proposed  Resource  Management  Plan/Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement.  Ely  Field  Office, 
NV.  Pages  2.4-21  to  25.  The  Center  has  formally  protested  the  Ely  RMP  and  filed  a notice  of  intent  to  challenge  it 
in  federal  court  in  light  of  its  failure  to  take  a hard  look  at  the  environmental  consequences  of  BLM  land 
management  activities  to  threatened  and  endangered  species  and  other  resources  in  the  BLM  Ely  District.  Thus, 
BLM’s  failure  even  to  follow  the  inadequate  management  directives  in  the  Ely  RMP  in  connection  with  the  project 
is  of  concern  to  the  Center. 

7 See: 

Boarman,  William  I.  2002.  Threats  to  Desert  Tortoise  Populations:  A Critical  Review  of  the  Literature.  USGS 
Western  Ecological  Research  Center,  San  Diego,  CA. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  1994.  Desert  Tortoise  (Mojave  Population)  Recovery  Plan.  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service,  Portland,  Oregon. 

U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service.  2008.  Draft  revised  recovery  plan  for  the  Mojave  population  of  the  desert  tortoise 
{Gopherus  agassizii).  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service,  California  and  Nevada  Region,  Sacramento,  CA. 

Bury,  R.B.,  and  R.A.  Luckenbach.  2002.  Comparison  of  desert  tortoise  (Gopherus  agassizii)  populations  in  an 
unused  and  off-road  vehicle  area  in  the  Mojave  Desert.  Chelonian  Conservation  and  Biology  4:457-463. 

8 Boarman,  William  I.  2002.  Threats  to  Desert  Tortoise  Populations:  A Critical  Review  of  the  Literature.  USGS 
Western  Ecological  Research  Center,  San  Diego,  CA. 
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6.  The  actions  in  the  DSEIS  fail  to  protect  the  sage  grouse. 

The  greater  sage  grouse  is  a species  that  is  currently  being  evaluated  by  the  U.S.  Fish 
and  Wildlife  Service  (“FWS")  range-wide  to  determine  if  protection  under  the  ESA  is 
required  for  the  survival  of  the  species.  Several  petitions  and  lawsuits  have  been  filed 
that  allege  such  protection  is  needed  and  provide  a wealth  of  data  to  support  their 
belief.  The  sage  grouse  is  a BLM  Special  Status  Species.  In  addition,  Nevada 
Governor  Jim  Gibbons  established  a state  policy  in  September  2008,  “...to  preserve 
and  protect  sage-grouse  habitat  whenever  possible”,  in  light  of  the  bird’s  importance  to 
the  citizens  of  the  state  and  the  magnitude  of  human  and  natural  disturbances  to  sage 
grouse  habitat.9 

Sage  grouse,  as  the  name  implies,  is  closely  allied  with  and  dependent  on  various 
stages  of  sage  brush  development  for  their  life  stages  and  survival.  Grouse  are  found 
in  different  stages  of  sagebrush  development  depending  upon  the  season  and  the 
needs  of  the  grouse  during  that  time.10  Despite  the  well-known  importance  of  this 
habitat  to  sage  grouse  and  other  sagebrush  obligates,  the  quality  and  quantity  of 
sagebrush  habitats  have  declined  for  at  least  the  last  50  years  and  the  welfare  of  the 
grouse  mirrors  this  trend.11  12 

Sage  grouse  have  a strong  fidelity  to  their  display,  breeding,  summering  and  wintering 
areas.  Male  grouse  typically  travel  up  to  1 .3  miles  to  their  lek  sites,  while  during  the 
breeding  season,  females  typically  travel  less  than  3 nriiles,  but  up  to  22  miles  to  nest. 
Sage  grouse  exhibit  both  migratory  and  non-migratory  behaviors,  and  populations  of 
the  grouse  can  contain  both  behaviors.  Non-migratory  grouse  usually  do  not  travel 
more  than  6 miles  annually,  although  migratory  birds  typically  travel  21  miles  annually, 
but  travels  up  to  100  miles  have  been  documented.13 

The  proposed  action  alternative  produces  impacts  within  2 miles  of  a lek  for  at  least 
six  sites.  The  furthest  being  2 miles  away  from  the  proposed  line  and  the  closest  is 
within  the  disturbance  corridor.14  Impacts  to  sage  grouse  related  to  energy 
development  and  transmission  include  lek  abandonment,  reduced  nesting  area  fidelity 
and  reproductive  success,  and  abandonment  of  previously  used  winter  habitat.15 


9 See:  http://gov.state.nv.us/PfessReleases/2008/PDF/2008- 1 0-29-SageGrouseEQ.pdf  . 

10  Doherty,  Kevin  E.,  David  E.  Naugle,  Brett  L.  Walker,  and  Jon  M.  Graham.  2008.  Greater  sage-grouse  winter 
habitat  selection  and  energy  development.  J,  of  W ildlife  Management  72(1):  1 87- 1 95. 

11  Connelly,  John  W.,  Michael  A.  Schroeder,  Alan  R.  Sands,  and  Clait  E.  Braun.  2000.  Guidelines  to  manage  sage 
grouse  populations  and  their  habitats.  Wildlife  Soc.  Bull.  28(4):967-985. 

12  Becker,  JM,  CA  Duberstein,  JD  Tagestad,  and  JL  Downs,  2009.  Sage-grouse  and  wind  energy:  biology,  habits 
and  potential  effects  of  development.  Pacific  Northwest  National  Laboratory,  operated  by  Battelle,  for  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Energy,  Contract  DE-AC05-76RL01 830. 

13  Becker  et  al,  2009. 

14  ON  Line  Project  DSEIS,  Table  4.8-1 . 

!5  Becker  et  al,  2009, 
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The  mitigation  measure  to  protect  sage  grouse  reads: 

“No  construction  activities  will  occur  during  the  period  from  March  1 through  May 
15  within  two  miles  of  active  greater  sage-grouse  leks.  However,  construction 
traffic  can  proceed  through  the  area  during  this  period,  outside  the  0.25  mile  no 
surface  occupancy  area  around  leks,  except  from  2 hours  before  sunrise  until 
10:00  am.”16 

Since  there  is  a lack  of  experiential  and  research  data  associated  specifically  for 
power  lines  and  renewable  energy  developments  of  sage  grouse,  to  gain  a sense  of 
the  “best  management  practice”,  one  must  look  at  the  existing  data  for  similar 
developments.  In  2003,  the  FWS  developed  interim  guidelines  for  avoiding  and 
minimizing  impacts  to  wildlife  from  wind  turbines.17  in  these  guidelines,  the  FWS  offer 
the  following  recommendations  for  locating  “wind  turbines  and  associated  structures” 
within  wind  resource  areas  selected  for  development  of  wind  energy  facilities: 

• Avoid  fragmenting  large,  contiguous  areas  of  habitat  for  area-sensitive  species 
such  as  sage  grouse; 

• place  developments  on  previously  disturbed  lands  and  away  from  areas  of  intact 
and  healthy  native  habitats; 

• avoid  placing  turbines  within  5 miles  of  known  leks; 

• minimize  roads,  fences,  and  other  infrastructure; 

• avoid  structures  and  designs  that  attract  raptors;  and, 

• where  feasible,  place  electric  power  lines  underground. 

Connelly  et  a!  recommended  that  for  non-migratory  grouse  occupying  habitats  that  are 
distributed  uniformly  and  are  generally  well  distributed  around  the  lek,  a 2-mile  no 
disturbance  area  would  be  adequate  based  on  the  present  science.  For  non- 
migratory  grouse  occupying  not  uniformly  distributed  sagebrush  habitats,  a 3.1  mile 
non-disturbance  buffer  was  in  order.  They  also  made  note  that  migratory  birds  can 
move  further  than  11  miles  between  leks  and  nesting  habitat,  and  that  breeding 
habitats  within  1 1 miles  of  a lek  should  be  identified  and  protected.  Further,  they 
recommend  that  human  activities  within  view  of  or  within  .31  miles  of  a lek  be 
minimized  during  the  early  morning  or  late  evening  hours  when  birds  are  near  or  on 
leks,  and  that  in  areas  of  large  habitat  loss,  such  as  areas  that  have  seen  recent  large 
wildfires,  all  remaining  sage  grouse  habitat  should  be  protected  from  additional  loss  or 
degradation.18 

Another  study  on  impacts  to  sage  grouse  from  coal-bed  natural  gas  development  in 
Montana  and  Wyoming  concluded  that  any  development  within  .25  miles  of  a lek 
posed  a severe  threat  to  the  lek’s  persistence,  and  may  result  in  impacts  over  much 
larger  areas,  it  further  found  that  timing  restrictions  on  construction  and  drilling  during 
the  breeding  season  do  not  prevent  the  impacts  of  associated  infrastructure,  such  as 


16  SDEIS,  page  2-38. 

17  See:  http://wwv.f\ys.gov/habitatconservatiQn/vviod.pdf . 

18  Connelly  et  al,  2000.  
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avoidance,  collisions,  and  predation  during  other  times  of  the  year  that  may  be  crucial 
for  population  persistence.  Based  on  modeling  conducted  in  this  study,  the  authors 
estimated  that  development  within  2 miles  of  a lek  would  reduce  the  average 
probability  of  lek  persistence  from  87%  to  5%. 19 

Draft  recommendations  on  energy  and  infrastructure  development  from  the  Nevada 
Governor's  Sage-Grouse  Conservation  Team,  dated  July  2009,  state  that 
transmission  lines  should  not  be  sited  within  3 miles  of  the  nearest  active  lek,  and  that 
ground  level  structures  such  as  roads,  should  not  be  sited  within  .5  miles  of  the 
nearest  lek  site.20 

Based  on  the  cited  literature  and  other  literature  cited  in  them,  it  is  apparent  that  the 
proposed  mitigation  measure  for  sage  grouse  in  the  SEIS  is  inadequate  from  both  a 
spatial  and  temporal  perspective,  particularly  given  the  magnitude  of  the  risk  that  the 
sage  grouse  will  be  listed  under  the  ESA. 

7.  The  SDEIS  relies  on  mitigation  measures  found  in  the  Ely  RMP  that  violate  BLM 
Manual  6840-2  direction. 

Of  particular  concern  is  Management  Action  SS-40  from  the  resource  management 
plan,  which,  in  part,  only  requires  a 0.25  mile  buffer  zone  from  above  ground 
development  outside  of  designated  corridors.21  As  documented  in  section  6 above, 
this  standard  is  inadequate  to  provide  protections  for  crucial  sage  grouse  habitat, 
placing  the  grouse  at  a higher  risk  for  placement  on  the  endangered  species  list  in 
violation  of  the  ESA  and  BLM  policies  and  direction. 

As  previously  noted,  the  sage  grouse  is  a species  that  has  been  identified  by  the  BLM 
Nevada  State  Office  as  sensitive  under  BLM  Manual  6840.2.  This  direction 
establishes  that,  “...the  BLM  shall  designate  Bureau  sensitive  species  and  implement 
measures  to  conserve  these  species  and  their  habitats,  including  ESA  proposed 
critical  habitat,  to  promote  their  conservation  and  reduce  the  likelihood  and  need  for 
such  species  to  be  listed  pursuant  to  the  ESA.” 

Section  6840.2  C.  on  implementation  of  this  direction  provides: 

“On  BLM-administered  lands,  the  BLM  shall  manage  Bureau  sensitive  species 
and  their  habitats  to  minimize  or  eliminate  threats  affecting  the  status  of  the 
species  or  to  improve  the  condition  of  the  species  habitat,  by: 

2.  Ensuring  that  BLM  activities  affecting  Bureau  sensitive  species  are 
carried  out  in  a way  that  is  consistent  with  its  objectives  for  managing 
those  species  and  their  habitats  at  the  appropriate  spatial  scale. 

4.  Working  with  partners  and  stakeholders  to  develop  species-specific  or 
ecosystem- based  conservation  strategies. 


19  Walker,  Brett  L.,  David  E.  Naugle,  and  Kevin  E.  Doherty.  2007.  Greater  sage-grouse  population  response  to 
energy  development  and  habitat  loss.  J.  of  Wildlife  Management,  7J(8):2644-2654. 

20  Personal  communications  with  NDOW. 

21  ibid,  BLM  2007,  page  2,4-26. 
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7.  Considering  ecosystem  management  and  the  conservation  of  native 
biodiversity  to  reduce  the  likelihood  that  any  native  species  will  require 
Bureau  sensitive  species  status. 

8.  I the  absence  of  conservation  strategies,  incorporate  best  management 
practices,  standard  operating  procedures,  conservation  measures,  and 
design  criteria  to  mitigate  specific  threats  to  Bureau  sensitive  species 
during  the  planning  of  activities  and  projects." 


The  Center  is  in  receipt  of  two  letters  from  the  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  (NDOW) 
to  the  Nevada  BLM  expressing  strong  concerns  that  their  recommendations  for  the 
wording  of  Management  Action  SS-40  were  ignored  or  disregarded  in  the  final 
wording,  in  a June  24  letter,  NDOW  stated  that  as  written,  SS-40,  “will  not  adequately 
protect  sage-grouse  habitat  to  the  extent  necessary  to  maintain  sage-grouse 
distribution  and  abundance”;  this  letter  went  on  to  question  the  BLM’s  compliance  with 
its  interna!  direction  and  policies  concerning  sensitive  species.22  In  a followup  letter, 
NDOW  stated  that  they  are,  “disheartened  by  Ms.  Thomas’s  letter  of  response  which 
quickly  dismisses  scientific  study  in  favor  of  the  decisional  flexibility  for  your  agency”. 
This  same  letter  reiterated,  “There  is  a strong  need  to  provide  protection  for  dwindling 
populations  of  sage-grouse.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  % mile  buffer  zone  (that  may 
protect  the  iek  site  but  not  nesting,  brood-rearing  or  winter  habitat)  which  the  Ely 
District  is  employing  is  inadequate  to  provide  ample  protection  from  energy  facilities, 
transmission  lines  or  mines  that  would  degrade  available  habitat.”23 
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In  the  field  of  conservation  biology  and  international  environmental  law,  a principle  has 
emerged  to  deal  with  situations  that  are  large  in  scale  and  characterized  by  scientific 
certainty.  This  is  commonly  referred  to  as  the  precautionary  principle.  This  construct 
shifts  the  burden  of  proof  to  proponents  of  an  action  to  show  that  the  action  will  not  be 
harmful  to  a species  or  their  habitats.24 

Given  the  scientific  uncertainty  over  what  is  needed  to  provide  for  sage  grouse  long 
term  survival,  input  from  State  of  Nevada  wildlife  professionals  and  species  experts, 
and  evidence  from  recent  scientific  observations  that  Management  Action  SS-40  may 
be  inadequate,  the  BLM  must  employ  the  precautionary  principle  and  either  institute 
the  recommended  more  conservative  measures  outlines  in  the  literature  in  section  6, 
or  require  the  proponent  to  prove  that  a 0.25  mile  buffer  is  adequate. 


22  Letter  dated  June  24, 2009  from  Steve  Force,  Eastern  Region  Habitat  Supervisor  to  Mr.  Michael  herder,  Acting 
Ely  District  Manager.  See  Appendix  C. 

23  Letter  dated  September  1 , 2009  from  Kenneth  Mayer,  NDOW  Director  to  Mr.  Ron  Wenker,  BLM  Nevada  State 
Director.  See  Appendix  D. 

24  Groves,  Craig  R.  2003.  Drafting  a conservation  blueprint:  a practitioner’s  guide  to  planning  for  biodiversity. 
Island  Press.  Washington  D.C.  Pages  174-176. 
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8.  There  are  inadequate  avoidance  or  mitigation  measures  specified  to  manage  and 
control  impacts  to  global  climate  from  sulfur  hexafluoride  (SF6). 


SF6  is  a synthetic  gas  used  as  an  insulating  medium  in  the  electric  power  industry  as 
an  insulator  and/or  arc  quenching  medium.  SF6  is  the  most  potent  known 
greenhouse  gas  with  a global  warming  potential  that  is  23,900  times  greater  than  that 
of  carbon  dioxide.  It  is  also  very  persistent  in  the  atmosphere,  with  an  estimated 
lifetime  of  3,200  years.  The  common  sources  of  SF6  pollution  in  the  high  voltage 
electric  industry  come  from  poor  gas  handling  procedures  during  equipment 
installation,  maintenance  and  decommissioning  and  leakage  from  circuit  breakers  and 
other  SF6  containing  equipment26 


In  the  U.S.  the  two  industries  with  the  highest  purchases  of  SF6  are  the  original 
equipment  manufacturer  for  electric  power  systems  (59%  of  total  sales)  and  electric 
utilities  (22%). 27  An  EPA  draft  report  from  2000  found  U.S.  domestic  emissions  of 
SF6  to  be  1 ,074  metric  tons  in  1998  and  estimated  that  by  2010  they  would  reach 
1,381  metric  tons.28 


(13-17) 


To  combat  SF6  emissions,  the  EPA  established  a voluntary  public-private  partnership 
with  electric  utilities  that  wish  to  take  a proactive  stance  on  climate  change  by  slowing 
the  growth  of  greenhouse  gas  emissions.  The  SF6  Emission  Reduction  Partnership 
for  Electrical  Power  Systems  ("partnership”)  is  one  of  these  groups.  This  partnership 
began  in  1999  and  according  to  information  on  the  EPA  website,  now  number  over  80 
electric  utilities.29 

Unfortunately  the  proponent,  Nevada  Energy,  is  not  a member.  Through  this 
voluntary  program,  partner  members  have  been  able  to  achieve  a 53%  reduction  in 
absolute  emissions  from  the  1999  baseline.  In  2006-07  partners  reduced  emissions 
by  50,496  pounds  of  SF6,  and  cumulatively  since  1999  reductions  total  1 ,554,278 
pounds  of  SF6,  or  16.85  million  metric  tons  of  carbon  dioxide  equivalent.30 

These  reductions  have  been  accomplished  voluntarily  through  improved  operation 
practices,  equipment  leak  defection  and  repair,  equipment  updates  and  establishment 
of  best  management  practices  and  employee  training.31 


"5  EPA.  2002.  SF6  Emissions  reduction  partnership  for  electric  power  systems:  an  opportunity  for  industry.  Office 
of  Air  and  Radiation.  EPA430-F-000-I9. 

Blackman,  J.,  M.  Averyt,  and  Z.  Taylor.  SF6  leak  rates  from  high  voltage  circuit  breakers  - U.S.  EPA  investigates 
potential  greenhouse  gas  emissions  source.  Available  at:  http://wwrwr.ena.gov/c(ecfricpower- 
sf6/doeuments/leakrates  circuitbreakers.pdf . 

27  Knopman,  Debra  and  Katie  Smythe.  2007.  2004-2006  SF6  Data.  PM-2327-NEMA.  Prepared  by  the  RAND 
Corporation  for  the  National  Electrical  Manufacturers  Association. 

28  EPA.  2000.  Estimates  of  U.S.  emissions  of  high-global  warming  potential  gases  and  the  costs  of  reductions.  Draft 
Report.  Office  of  Air  and  Radiation. 

29  See:  http://www.eDa.gov/hiehgwp/electricpower-sf6/index.html . 

30  EPA.  2008.  2007  Annual  report  - SF6  Electric  Reduction  Partnership  for  Electric  Power  Systems.  See: 
httD://www.epa.eov/highgwp/eIectricpower-sf6/resources/index.html . 

31  Ibid. 
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(13-17 
cont . ) 


Nowhere  in  the  SDEIS  is  there  any  mention  of  SF6  or  SF6  emissions.  BLM  must  add 
a discussion  and  disclosure  of  the  likely  SF6  emissions  from  the  proposed  line,  and 
discuss  how  such  emissions  will  be  avoided,  managed  or  mitigated.  The  positive 
example  from  the  partnership  serves  to  show  that  the  proponent  can  and  should  be 
able  to  take  affirmative  steps  to  reduce  the  emission  of  this  potent  greenhouse  gas. 

The  Center  supports  the  development  of  an  electrical  grid  that  is  well  planned  and 
designed,  and  which  provides  for  mitigation  of  the  negative  impacts  to  species,  their 
habitats,  climate  and  other  resources.  Such  an  expanded  grid  should  be  primarily  for 
the  transmission  of  energy  from  renewable  sources  and  not  a means  of  perpetuating 
old,  polluting  technologies  such  as  coal-fired  power  plants. 

This  is  our  hope  for  the  transmission  lines  in  the  SWiP  corridor,  regardless  of  who 
constructs  them. 


Sincerely 


Rob  IVfrowka 

Nevada  Conservation  Advocate 
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Houston  company  pulls  out  of  coal-powered  plant  project 

By  JOHN  G.  EDWARDS 

LAS  VEGAS  REVIEW-JOURNAL 

A key  backer  for  one  of  three  coal-fired  power  projects  in  Nevada  announced  Friday  that  it  was  ending  its 
participation  in  the  project. 

Dynegy  Inc.  of  Houston  said  that  it  and  LS  Power  Associates  of  East  Brunswick,  N.J.,  are  dissolving  their 
development  joint  venture  for  the  Nevada  generation  plant  and  other  new  projects. 

The  joint  venture  was  developing  the  1 ,600-megawatt  White  Pine  Energy  Station  near  Ely  and  the 
Southwesi  Intertie  Project,  a transmission  line  that  could  provide  the  first  direct  connection  between 
electric  utilities  in  Southern  Nevada  and  Northern  Nevada. 

LS  Power  will  acquire  full  ownership  and  development  rights  for  the  White  Pine  project,  the  transmission 
line  and  new  developments  in  four  other  states  as  a result  of  the  dissolution. 

The  New  Jersey  company  will  continue  work  on  the  transmission  and  power  plant  projects  in  Nevada, 
Made  Milbum,  LS  Power's  project  development  director,  said. 

'We're  100  percent  committed  to  ail  of  our  Nevada  projects,"  Miiburn  said.  "Nothing  changes  on  the 
ground." 

"ft  just  kind  of  allows  us  to  do  what  we  do  best"  which  is  develop  new  power  plants  and  transmission 
lines,  he  said.  Dynegy  is  more  focused  on  operating  plants  it  owns,  rather  than  on  developing  new  ones, 
he  said. 

LS  Power,  a private  company,  owns  40  percent  of  the  outstanding  shares  of  publicly  held  Dynegy. 

The  two  companies  formed  the  joint  venture  two  years  ago  to  build  coal  and  gas-fired  power  plants.  Since 
then,  environmentalists  have  urged  regulators  to  stop  the  coal-fired  power  projects,  saying  the  plants 
would  throw  off  large  quantities  of  carbon  dioxide  that  leads  to  global  warming. 

In  explaining  its  exit,  Dynegy  also  referred  to  the  need  to  obtain  financing  for  the  projects.  The  credit 
crunch  has  made  it  difficult  to  finance  major  projects,  energy  industry  insiders  say. 

"Today,  the  development  of  new  generation  is  increasingly  marked  by  barriers  to  entry  including  external 
credit  and  regulatory  factors  that  make  development  much  more  uncertain,"  Dynegy  Chairman  and  Chief 
Executive  Officer  Bruce  Williamson  said  in  a statement. 

With  the  joint  venture's  dissolution,  LS  Power  alone  will  pursue  new  projects  in  Nevada  and  other  states, 
Dynegy  said.  LS  Power  also  will  get  $19  million  in  cash  during  the  first  quarter. 

Bruce  Nilfes,  national  coal  campaign  director  at  the  Sierra  Club  on  Friday  applauded  the  announcement 
in  a statement. 
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"Dynegy  has  been  the  largest  developer  of  new  coal-fired  power  plants  in  the  country,  and  it  seems  like 
the  company  has  recognized  our  efforts  to  move  to  a clean  energy  future,"  he  said. 

But  Milburn  said  the  loss  of  Dynegy's  backing  will  not  hamper  the  Nevada  projects;  he  cited  the 
company’s  track  record  for  building  successful  power  plants. 

LS  Power  has  $4  billion  in  private  equity  and  expects  to  obtain  commitments  from  utilities  wanting  to  buy 
the  power  before  seeking  financing  for  the  project,  Milburn  said. 

Milburn  expects  to  obtain  a final  air  permit  for  the  project  early  this  year  from  the  Nevada  Division  of 
Environmental  Protection  and  approval  from  the  Public  Utilities  Commission  by  April. 

Appeals  would  delay  the  project.  Environmentalists  have  aggressively  opposed  the  LS  Power  plant,  the 
nearby  Ely  Energy  Center  project  of  NV  Energy  Inc.  and  Sithe  Global  Power's  coat-fired  project  outside  of 
Mesquite. 

However,  LS  Power  has  drawn  little  opposition  to  build  the  first  segment  of  the  Southwest  intertie  Project, 
a 500-kilovoit  transmission  line  that  would  run  234  miles  from  Las  Vegas  to  a site  near  Ely. 

Although  the  power  line  could  carry  electricity  from  the  White  Pine  power  plant,  the  transmission  line  also 
could  carry  geothermal,  wind  and  other  kinds  of  renewable  energy. 

NV  Energy  also  wants  to  build  a line  along  the  similar  route,  but  the  utility  company  has  yet  to  obtain 
approval  from  the  BLM  for  use  of  federal  land.  BLM  late  last  year  granted  approval  to  LS  Power  to  use 
federal  land  to  build  the  Southwest  Intertie  Project. 

LS  Power  proposes  to  build  a second  phase  that  would  run  from  Nevada  to  a substation  in  Idaho. 

LS  Power  is  evaluating  offers  for  transmission  before  deciding  whether  it's  feasible  to  build  the 
transmission  line,  Milburn  said.  Construction  on  the  transmission  line  could  start  by  year's  end. 


Center  for  Biological  Diversity 

Comments  on  the  DSEIS  for  the  One  Nevada/ON  Line  Project 


Page  12 


Appendix  B 

BLM  finds  no  significant  impact  on  environment  by  power  line 

By  JOHN  PLESTINA 
Ely  Times  Reporter 

Ely  BLM  District  Manager  John  Ruhs  signed  the  Finding  of  No  Significant  Impact  (FNSI)  on 
July  30  for  the  southern  portion  of  the  Southwest  Intertie  Project  (SWIP). 

The  Ely  BLM  office  also  has  finalized  the  Environmental  Assessment  (EA)  for  the  project. 
Great  Basin,  LLC,  plans  to  extend  the  SWIP  from  near  Burley,  Idaho,  to  just  outside  of  Las 
Vegas. 

But  this  FNSI  and  EA  are  only  for  the  southern  portion  — from  Ely  to  Las  Vegas. 

LS  Power  is  the  parent  company  of  Great  Basin,  LLC,  and  is  the  developer  of  the  proposed 
White  Pine  Energy  Station  (WPES),  one  of  two  proposed  coal-fired  power  plants  in  White 
Pine  County  and  one  of  three  in  Nevada. 

The  proposed  500-kilovoit  transmission  line  would  transmit  energy  from  the  WPES  to  Las 
Vegas.  But  LS  Power  has  said  it  wants  to  build  the  SWIP  even  if  the  power  plant  were  not 
built. 

Great  Basin,  LLC,  also  must  have  its  construction,  operation  and  maintenance  plan  for  the 
southern  segment  of  the  project  approved  by  the  Ely  BLM  office.  The  Wells  BLM  office  is 
conducting  the  permitting  process  for  the  northern  portion  of  SWIP  from  Ely  to  Burley. 
"This  transmission  line  has  a lot  of  benefits  that  goes  along  with  it,  "said  Luke  Papez,  LS 
Power's  associate  project  manager  for  the  White  Pine  Energy  Station.  "It  connects  the  two 
transmission  systems  currently  within  the  state.  It  allows  access  for  renewable  energy  in 
the  state." 

He  added  that  the  SWIP  would  increase  the  reliability  of  the  electrical  grid  in  Nevada. 
"Construction  could  begin  next  year,"  Papez  said.  The  company  is  targeting  to  be  fully 
permitted  by  the  end  of  this  year. 

Mark  Milburn,  LS  Power's  director  of  project  development,  said  the  line  would  provides  a 
significant  number  of  benefits  for  Nevada  and  the  western  grid.  "It  is  our  desire  to  realize 
the  benefits  as  soon  as  possible,"  he  said.  "It  also  brings  significant  economic  benefits  both 
directly  and  indirectly  to  White  Pine  County  and  the  surrounding  area." 

Sierra  Pacific  Resources,  the  parent  company  of  Nevada  Power  and  Sierra  Pacific  Power, 
also  proposes  to  build  a north-south  transmission  line  in  conjunction  with  the  Ely  Energy 
Station  (EES),  the  other  proposed  coal-fired  power  plant  in  White  Pine  County.  SPR 
maintains  that  its  transmission  line  could  make  wind  farms,  solar  and  geothermal  energy 
production  in  Eastern  Nevada  feasible. 

"We  have  the  northern  and  southern  territory,"  said  Mark  Severts,  SPR's  project 
communications  director.  He  said  SPR  plans  to  move  forward  with  its  transmission  line 
separate  from  the  SWIP,  as  well  as  the  completion  of  the  permitting  process  and  eventual 
construction  phase  of  the  EES. 

The  WPES  and  EES  are  both  proposed  to  be  built  in  Steptoe  Valley  north  of  McGill.  Both 
projects  have  met  opposition  from  environmental  groups. 
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The  Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (FEIS)  for  the  1,590-megawatt,  hybrid-cooled 
WPES  is  due  to  be  published  later  this  month. 

The  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DEIS)  for  the  two  750-megawatt  units  that 
make  up  the  EEC  is  scheduled  for  public  review  and  comment  in  November  of  this  year. 

(Ely  Times  Editor  Kent  Harper  contributed  to  this  report.) 

http://www.elynews.eom/artides/2008/08/1 3/news/news03.prt  1 0/14/2008 
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NDOW  Letter  to  BLM,  June  24,  2009 
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Juris  24, 2008 

Bureau  of  Land  Management  ~ Ely  District 

Attn;  Mr.  Michael  Herder  - Acting  Ely  District  Manager  • 

702  North  industrial  Way 
HC  33,  Box  33500 
Ely,  MV  80301  9408 

Dear  Mike: 

The  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  (NDOW)  has  been  partioSpaliny  with  tlte  Ely  District  on  a set 
of  protocols  to  direct  the  wind  industry  on  requirements  for  project  development  While  we  agree 
with  many  of  those  measures  (specifically  the  section  on  bats)  we  are  deeply  concerned  by  the 
tack  ot  protection  being  afforded  to  sage-grouse  habitat.  Although  we  were  a cooperating 
agency  who  participated  in  the  Ely  Resource  Management  Ran  process,  and  raised  many 
recommendations  that  would  provide  protection  to  sage-grouse,  we  ware  disapponted  to  see 
some  of  those  measures  disregarded  In  the  final  document. 

Special  Status  Measure  #4D  (in  the  Ely  RMP)  which  only  provides  a 0.25  mile  buffer  zone  from 
above-ground  development  outside  of  designated  corridors  is  inadequate  to  provide  the  needed 
protection  for  crucial  sage-grouse-  habitat.  The  measure  is  complelefy  contrary  to  the  input 
provided  by  NDOW  and  new  we  have  greater  concerns  with  the  incorporation  of  this  measure 
Into  the  “Wildlife  Monitoring  Protocol  for  Wind  Projects".  In  addition,  the  measure  is  inconsistent 
with  statements-  made  in  the  Ely  BMP  and  may  justify  a need  for  a change  to  that  docume  nt, 

The  concerns  m raise  are  not  a new  issue  and  we  have  been  pleased  to  see  that  recent 
scientific  studies  provide  support  to  our  concerns,  -Studies  conducted  ir  the  late  1008s  and  into 
the  2000s  including  Connelly  el  ai,  (2000)  Identify  the  need  for  a protection  irons  wall  beyond 
0.25  miles  from  above-ground  facilities  (which  deludes  mat  towers,  arid  wind  tuibines),  The 
same  could  be  said  for  roads  and  other  disturbances. 

Many  measures  end  statements  in  the  Ely  BMP  work  towards  protection  and  possible  recovery 
Of  be  species,  unlike  measure  $$40,  which  Seems  to  be  contrary.  The  fact  that  the  8LM  h33 
designated  Greater  sage-grouse  as  a BLM  sensitive  speetes  should  afford  it  a much  higher  level 
of  protection  and  require  mitigation  such  as  in  measure  WL-4  (in  tho  Ely  RMP),  assuming  that 
energy  development  is  a discretionary  activity  end  protection  of  sage  grouse  nesting  and  brood- 
roaring habitat  is  a priority, 

Based  on  the  mosf  recent  science  available  with  regard  to  energy  davetopment  and  sage- 
grouse,  the  0.25  mite  buffer  will  not  adequately  protect  sage-grouse  habitat  to  the  extent 
necessary  to  maintain  sage-grouse  distribution  and  abundance.  This  will  mean  that  tho  Ely  RMP 
statement  on  page  37  regarding  not  contributing  for  the  need  to  fist  any  special  statue  species, . 
woufdbe  inconsistent  Although  no  sdtertt'riip  fsssarch'  te  avajtebte  on  the  specific  effects' of  wind 
energy  devdopmert  on  sage-grouse,  an  extorsive  amount  Is  available  on  noiwenewafc?e 
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energy  development  such  as  oil  and  coal-bed  methane  gas  (CBNG}  production  and  its 
associated  infrastructure  on  projects  in  neighboring  states.  Research  in  this  energy-producing 
area  demonstrates  sage-grouse's  inability  to  tolerate  disturbance  in  their  habitat  through 
response  by  nest  failures,  lek  abandonment  and  decreased  recruitment. 

Establishing  habitat  protection  areas  (or  buffers)  around  prairie  grouse  leks  or  other  important 
habitats  dates  back  more  than  40  years.  Braun  et  at.  (1 977)  published  the  first  set  of  guidelines 
for  sage-grouse  management  and  recommended  a 2-mlle  buffer  because  studies  at  the  time 
indicated  that  most  nesting  occurred  within  this  distance  from  the  lek.  More  recently,  guidelines 
developed  by  Connelly  et  at.  (2000)  recommended  a 2-3  mile  buffer  based  on  a considerable 
amount  of  data  collected  from  radio  marking  studies;  however,  they  also  recognized  that  nesting 
habitats,  could  be  as  far  as  il  miles  from  leks  for  migratory  populations.  Measure  8 under 
"habitat  protection8  in  that  study  says  that  "energy-related  facilities  should  be  located  greater 
than  3.2  km  (2  miles)  from  active  leks  whenever  possible". 

The  main  reasons  for  establishing  a buffer  or  “no  surface  occupancy  zone"  are  to  protect 
nesting  sage-grouse  In  the  vicinity  of  leks  and  to  avoid  disturbance  during  the  breeding  period. 
The  following  provides  examples  of  nest  site  selection  In  terms  of  distance  from  the  lek . In 
central  and  southwest  Wyoming,  about  25%  of  340  nest  locations  were  over  6.5  km  (4  miles) 
from  the  lek  hens  were  captured  on;  15%  extended  beyond  8 km  (5  miles)  (Holloran  and 
Anderson  2005).  Doherty  et  al.  (2008)  found  21%  (80  of  381  nests)  ofnssts  extending  beyond  5 
km  (3  mites)  of  the  lek  of  capture.  In  Idaho,  the  mean  nest  distance  to  lek  of  capture  was  4.6 
km  {2.9  mile)  (Wakkinen  et  ai.  1992).  These  findings  indicate  a single  lek  may  support  hens 
from  the  surrounding  13-80  miles2  (34-207  km2)  or  more  of  habitat.  Migratory  sage-grouse  cover 
larger  areas,  moving  over  10.  km  (6,2  miles)  between  seasonal  ranges  (Connelly  et  a!.  2000) 
with  habitat  use  areas  exceeding  2,700  km2  (1,040  miles2)  (Connelly  et  al.  2000,  Leonard  et  al. 
2000). 

The  following  was  adapted  from  a document  entitled,  “Using  the  Best  Available  Science  to 
Coordinate  Conservation  Actions  that  Benefit  Greater  Sage-Grouse  Across  States  Affected  by 
Oil  & Gas  Development  in  Management  Zones  l-II  (Colorado,  Montana,  North  Dakota,  South 
Dakota,  Utah,  and  Wyoming)"  and  is  imperative  to  this  correspondence. 


Further  research  in  Montana  and  Wyoming  on  (CBNG)  suggests  that  impacts  to 
leks  from  energy  development  are  discernable  out  to  a minimum  of  4 miles,  and 
that  some  leks  within  this  radius  have  been  extirpated  as  a direct  result  of  energy 
development  (Holloran  2005,  Walker  et  el.  20 07).  Walker  et  al.  (2007)  Indicates 
that  the  current  0,25-mile  buffer  tease  stipulation  is  Insufficient  (this  leaves  98% 
of  the  landscape  within  2 miles  open  to  full-scale  energy  development)  to 
adequately  conserve  breeding  sage-grouse  populations  in  areas  having  full 
CBNG  development.  In  a typical  landscape  In  the  Powder  River  Basin,  98% 
CBNG  development  within  2 miles  of  leks  Is  projected  to  reduce  the  average 
probability  of  lek  persistence  from  87%  to  6%  (Walker  et  al.  2007).  Only  38%  of 
26  leks  inside  of  CBNG  development  remained  active  compared  to  84%  of  250 
leks  outside  of  development  (Walker  et  al.  2007).  Of  leks  that  persisted,  the 
numbers  of  attending  metes  were  reduced  by  approximately  50%  when 
compared  to  those  outside  of  CBNG  development  (Walker  et  at.  2007). 

Walker  et  al.  (2007)  provides  an  Impact  analyses  model  based  on  a 7-year 
dataset  where  probability  of  lek  persistence  is  strongly  related  to  the  extent  of 
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sagebrush  habitat  and  energy  development  within  4 miles  of  the  tek  and  the 
extent  of  agricultural  tillage  in  the  surrounding  landscape.  The  estimated 
probabilities  of  lek  persistence  are  only  reliable  for  the  length  of  the  dataset,  and 
It  is  not  understood  how  other  stressors  such  as  West  Nile  virus  or  Invasive 
weeds  will  cumulatively  impact  sage^rouse  over  longer  time  periods.  While 
increased  no-surface  occupancy  (NSC)  buffers  alone  are  unlikely  fo  conserve 
sage-grouse  populations,  results  from  Walker  et  aS,  2007  suggest  they  will 
increase  the  likelihood  of  maintaining  the  distribution  and  abundance  of  grouse 
and  should  Increase  the  likelihood  of  successful  restoration  following  energy 
development.  Figures  1 portrays  the  likelihood  of  lek  persistence  in  relation  to  the 
distance  of  full  scale  energy  development  from  the  lek. 


Figure  1.  Estimated  probability  of  lek  persistence  {dashed  lines  represent  $5% 

CIs)  fn  fully-developed  coal-bed  natural  gas  fields  within  an  average  landscape  in 
the  Powder  River  Basin  (74%  sagebrush  habitat,  26%  other  habitats  types)  with 
different  sizes  of  no-surface-occupancy  (NSO)  buffers  around  leks,  assuming 
that  only  CBNG  within  2 miles  of  the  tek  affects  persistence.  Suffer  sizes  of  0.26 
mi.,  0.5  ml.,  0.6  mi.,  and  1.0  mi.  result  in  estimated  fek  persistence  of  6%,  11%, 

14%,  and  30%.  Lek  persistence  in  the  absence  of  CBNG  averages  -85%. 

Although  oil  and  gas  facilities  are  considered  by  some  to  be  very  different  than  wind  energy 
facilities,  their  footprint  on  the  landscape  and  associated  infrastructure  is  similar.  Some 
evidence  of  the  effect  of  these  developments  on  sage-grouse  has  been  documented  in  b 
Wyoming  study  conducted  by  Holloran  (2006)  where  male  sage-grouse  showed  decreased  lek 
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attendance  rates  In  response  to  Increased  road  traffic.  Lyon  (2000)  found  that  roads  with  light 
traffic  (1-12  vehiciesi’day)  were  correlated  with  less  successful  nesting  by  sage  grouse  herts. 
Additionally,  light  traffic  near  leks  may  also  reduce  nest-fnitlatlon  rates  and  Increase  distances 
hens  move  from  leks  during  nest-site  selection  (Lyon  and  Anderson  2003),  Other  recent  work 
on  coat-bed  methane  development  Indicates  1 well  per  1.5  sections  of  land  diminishes  the  use 
of  otherwise  suite  We  sage  grouse  winter  habitat  by  10%  and  with  22  welts,  use  Is  diminished  by 
60%  (Doherty  at  at.  2008),  The  latter  figure  (22  wells  / 060  acres)  is  likely  similar  to  some  of  the 
densities  observed  for  wind  turbine  placement  (ODFW  in  draff). 

In  addition  to  disturbance  created  from  the  placement  of  turbines  and  roads  within  seasonal 
sage-grouse  habitats,  construction  of  transmission  lines  within  these  areas  can  have  significant 
effects.  For  example,  leks  within  0.25  miles  of  new  power  lines  constructed  for  coalbed  methane 
development  in  the  Powder  River  Basin  of  Wyoming  had  significantly  slower  growth  rates 
compared  fo  leks  further  from  these  lines,  which  was  presumed  to  be  the  result  of  Increased 
raptor  predation  (Braun  et  al.  2002).  The  progress  reports  of  the  University  of  Nevada’s  Falcon 
to  Gender  Project  (“Dynamics  of  Greater  Sage-grouse  (Centrooercus  urophesiaiwe) 
Populations  in  Response  to  Transmission  Lines  In  Central  Nevada")  Identify  the  Increased  use 
of  the  poweriine  by  ravens,  even  with  perching  and  nesting  deterrents  in  place,  as  well  as 
increased  raven-associated  disturbances  at  leks  (Blomberg  and  Sedinger,  unpublished  report). 

In  an  Oregon  example,  the  Sage  Hen  Hill  Lek  in  Harney  County  was  first  counted  in  1949  and 
had  an  average  of  41  mates  counted  until  1980.  Between  1980  end  1982,  a 250kV  transmission 
line  was  constructed  within  0.5  mites  of  the  lek  site.  An  average  of  6 males  has  been  counted  at 
the  lek  since  1981  (28  males  that  year),  with  no  mates  counted  since  2006.  The  cause  of  this 
decline  or  perhaps  extirpation  cannot  be  directly  linked  to  the  power  fine,  but  it  ia  likeiy  part  of  a 
cumulative  effect  from  development  In  the  area.  Note  that  statewide  from  1980  to  1988  (the 
period  when  Sage  Hen  Ntlf  lek  declined)  sage-grouse  populations  readied  relatively  high  levels 
(ODFW  in  draff). 

Based  on  recent  research  on  oil/gas  developments  In  Wyoming  and  Montana,  the  3-mfte  buffer 
appears  to  be  a reasonable  set-back  distance  that  will  minimize  the  Impacts  on  s age^grouse 
(Walker  et  s!.  2007,  Doherty  et  al.  2008).  However,  In  light  of  the  Information  provided,  Colorado 
(Colorado  Steering  Committee  2008)  and  Wyoming  (Governor's  Executive  Order  2008)  adopted 
a 4-mite  buffer  to  protect  sage-grouse  breeding  habitat.  Additionally,  a BLM  Instruction 
Memorandum  from  the  State  Director  of  Oregon  and  Washington  limits  the  construction  of  wind 
energy  grids  (wind  farms)  to  no  closer  than  a 4.8  km  (3  mile)  radius  of  sage-grouse  lek  sites 
white  other  stipulations  are  also  made  for  winter  and  brood  rearing  habitat  as  well  as  access 
roads  ami  power  lines  (USDI  - BLM,  2009). 

Special  StatU3  Species  measure  #40  ( In  the  ELY  RMP)  is  inconsistent  with  Governor  Gibbons' 
Executive  Order  2008-09-26  which  declares  it  a State  policy  to  protect  and  preserve  Greater 
sage-grouse  habitat  and  to  fully  implement  the  protection  measures  Identified  In  the  2004 
Governor's  Sage-grouse  Plan,  Ji  Js  also  inconsistent  with  the  recommendations  identified  in  the 
Nevada  Renewable  Energy  Transmission  Access  Advisory  Committee  (RETAAC)  of  which  the 
Nevada  State  BUM  Office  was  a contributing  member.  The  RETAAC  Phase  II  final  report 
recognizes  the  protection  measures  offered  by  Connelly  et  a!.  (2000)  including:  the  avoidance 
of  building  power  lines  and  other  tall  structures  within  3.2  km  (2  mites)  of  recognized  habitats. 

We  strongly  encourage  the  Nevada  State  BLM  Office  and  the  Ely  District  to  reconsider  the  0.25 
mile  "no  development"  buffer  for  active  saga  grouse  leks  and  recommend  at  least  a 3-mile 
setback.  The  Eiy  District  must  also  realize  that  this  buffer  may  not  adequately  protect  sage- 
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grouse  either  because  of  the  migratory  nature  of  sage  grouse  populations  in  both  White  Pine 
and  Uncoin  Counties.  Extensive  radio-marking  efforts  have  Indicated  that  sage-grouse  in  this 
district  often  utilize  low  elevation  winter  and  breeding  habitat  and  then  migrate  (>10km)  to  high 
elevation  nesting  and  brood  rearing  habitat,  in  certain  cases  such  as  these,  a 3-mite  buffer  wfli 
not  provide  proper  protections  for  sage-grouse  during  the  nesting  and  brood  rearing  periods. 
Important  nesting  and  brood  rearing  habitat  must  be  identified  and  avoided  where  possible  to 
ensure  the  long-term  survival  of  this  species.  We  recommend  that  the  Ely  District  Identify  wind 
development  zones  In  existing  non  sage-grouse  habitats  such  as  pinyon  and  juniper  woodlands 
or  sait  desert  shrub  communities  with  adequate  wind  potential. 

We  would  appreciate  a response  from  your  office  at  your  earliest  convenience  and  would 
welcome  an  open  discussion  of  the  Issue.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  directly  at  (775)  777- 
2306.  Thank  you  for  your  time  and  attention  to  this  matter. 


cc:  Mr.  Mike  HoSbert  - Deputy  Director  Division  of  Natural  Resources,  Land  and  Planning  - 

BLM  Nevada  State  Office 


Sincerely, 


Steve  Foree 

Regional  Habitat  Supervisor  - Eastern  Region 


Page}  of  7 


Center  for  Biological  Diversity 

Comments  on  the  DSEIS  for  the  One  Nevada/ON  Line  Project 


Page  20 


Literature  Cited 


Biomberg,  Eric  and  James  Sedinger  (unpublished  progress  report)  "Dynamics  of  Greater  Sage- 
grouse  (Centrocercua  urophaslanus)  Populations  in  Response  to  Transmission  Lines  in  Central 
Nevada."  Progress  report  Year  6. 

Braun,  C.  £.,  T.  Britt,  and  R.  O.  W attested.  1977.  Guidelines  for  maintenance  of  sage  grouse 
habitats.  Wildlife  Society  Bulletin  5:99-106. 

Braun,  C.E.,  O.  Oedskoven,  and  C.L.  Aldridge.  2002.  Oil  and  gas  development  in  Western 
North  America:  effects  of  sagebrush  steppe  avifauna  with  particular  emphasis  on  sage-grouse. 
Transactions  of  North  American  Wildlife  and  Natural  Resources  Conference  67:337-349. 

Connelly,  J.  W.,  M.  A.  Schroeder,  A.  R.  Sands,  and  C.E.  Braun.  2000.  Guidelines  to  manage 
sage  grouse  populations  and  their  habitats.  Wildlife  Society  Bulletin  28:  967-985. 

Doherty,  K.  E.,  D.  E.  Naugle,  B.  L.  Walker,  and  J.  M.  Graham.  2008.  Greater  sage-grouse  winter 
habitat  selection  and  energy  development  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management  72: 187-195. 

HoJioran,  M.  J.  2005.  Greater  sage-grouse  ( Centrocorcus  urophesianus)  population  response  to 
nature!  gas  field  development  in  western  Wyoming  Dissertation,  University  of  Wyoming , 
Laramie,  Wyoming. 

Holloran,  M.J.  and  S.H  Anderson.  2005.  Spatial  distribution  of  greater  sage-grouse  nests  In 
relatively  contiguous  sagebrush  habitats.  The  Condor  107:752-752. 

Leonard,  K.M.,  K.P.  Reese,  and  J.W.  Connelly.  2000,  Distribution,  movements  and  habitats  of 
sage-grouse  {Centrocorcus  urophaslanus)  on  the  upper  Snake  River  Plain  of  Idaho.  Wildlife 
Biology  6:265-270 

Lyon,  AG.  2000.  The  potential  effects  of  natural  gas  development  on  sage  grouse 
(Centrocercua  urophaslanus)  near  Pinedale,  Wyoming.  Thesis,  University  of  Wyoming,  Laramie. 

Lyon,  L.  A.,  and  S.  H.  Anderson.  2003.  Potential  gas  development  Impacts  on  sage  grouse  nest 
initiation  and  movement.  Wildlife  Society  Bulletin  31:  466-491. 

Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife.  In  draft.  Recommendations  for  greater  sage-grouse 
habitat  classification  under  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife's  Fish  and  WHdtife  Habitat 
Mitigation  Policy  (OAR  635-415-0000).  Oregon  Department  of  Fish  and  Wildlife,  Wildlife 
Division,  Salem,  OR. 

Renewable  Energy  Transmission  Access  Advisory  Committee  (RfiTTAAC)  2009.  Phase  Jl 
Results  Final  Report. 

United  States  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management  2008.  Ely  District  Record  of 
Decision  and  Approved  Resource  Management  Plan. 

United  States  Department  of  Interior,  Bureau  of  Land  Management.  2009.  Modification  of 
guidance  found  In  the  greater  sage-grouse  conservation  strategy  for  Oregon:  a plan  to  maintain 
and  enhance  populations  and  habitat  (Oregon  State  Strategy).  Instruction  Memorandum  No. 
OR-2009-038.  EMS  Transmission  06/02/2009. 


Page  6 of  7 


Center  for  Biological  Diversity 

Comments  on  the  DSE1S  for  the  One  Nevada/ON  Line  Project 


Page  21 


WaMdnen,  W.L,  K.F.  Reese,  and  J.W.  Connelly.  1992.  Sage  grouse  nest  locations  In  relation 
to  leks.  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management  56:381-383. 

Walker,  8.  L,  D.  E.  Naugie,  and  K.  E.  Doherty,  2007.  Greater  sage-grouse  population  response 
to  energy  development  and  habitat  loss.  Journal  of  Wildlife  Management  71: 2644-2654, 


rage  7 of  7 


Center  for  Biological  Diversity 

Comments  on  the  DSEIS  for  the  One  Nevada/0 N Line  Project 


Page  22 


Appendix  D 


NDOW  letter  to  BLM,  September  1, 2009 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  WILDLIFE 


1100  Valley  Road 
Reno,  Nevada  69512 
(775)  688-1500  * Fax  (77S)  BBe-lMS 


STATE  OF  NEVADA 


RICHARD  L.  HASKINS  H 

Dtfiutti  Knetor 


KENNETH  E.  MAYER 

VSradtr 


JIM  GIBBONS 


September  l , 2009 


Mr.  Ron  Weaker 
Nevada  State  Director 
Bureau  of  Land  Management 
1340  Financial  Bivd. 

Reno,  NV  89502 

Dear  Director  Wenker: 

] am  writing  you  regarding  a serious  threat  to  the  proper  management  of  Greater  Sage-grouse 
populations  located  within  the  Ely  District.  The  Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife  was  a Cooperating 
Agency  in  the  formation  of  the  Ely  Resource  Management  Plan.  Through  that  process,  our 
representative  identified  concerns  with  setting  too  small  a zone  of  protection  around  active  sage- 
grouse  leks  and  had  vigorously  fought  for  a two-mile  buffer.  It  was  our  assumption  that  the  Ely 
District  Staff  were  listening,  only  to  have  the  document  come  out  with  a Vi  mile  zone  of  protection. 
The  issue  has  surfaced  once  again  in  the  formation  of  a set  of  draff  protocols  for  wind  energy 
development.  In  response  to  various  versions  of  that  document,  my  staff  provided  the  “science15 
which  not  only  justifies  the  requested  two-mile  buffer  but  suggests  that  upwards  of  a four-mile  buffer 
around  active  leks  may  be  more  reasonable. 

We  were  disheartened  by  Ms.  Thomas’s  letter  of  response  which  quickly  dismisses  scientific 
study  in  favor  of  decisional  flexibility  for  your  agency.  There  Is  a strong  need  to  provide  protection 
for  dwindling  populations  of  sage-grouse.  It  is  our  opinion  that  the  Vi  mile  buffer  zone  (that  may 
protect  the  lek  site  but  not  nesting,  brood-rearing  or  winter  habitat)  which  the  Ely  District  is 
employing  is  Inadequate  to  provide  ample  protection  from  energy  facilities,  transmission  lines  or 
mines  that  would  degrade  available  habitat  That  policy  could  help  justify  a decision  to  list  the 
species,  which  would  have  disastrous  impacts  to  the  multiple  uses  that  your  agency’s  planning 
considers.  The  USFWS  is  currently  reviewing  regulatory  mechanisms  in  place  to  protect  sage-grouse 
to  determine  if  adequate  stipulations  are  in  place  to  conserve  the  species.  It  would  be  costly  to  not 
only  go  through  the  listing  process  but  could  lead  to  reconsideration  of  project  siting  in  sage-grouse 
habitat.  Minimally,  we  would  like  to  see  the  Ely  District  be  consistent  with  protection  measures  of 
other  BLM  Districts  in  Nevada,  other  agencies  and  neighboring  States. 

T suggest  we  meet  to  discuss  a means  to  provide  adequate  protection  measures  to  conserve 
populations  long-term,  and  reasons  to  forestall  a decision  which  would  provide  protection  by  law. 


Sincerely, 


Kenneth  E.  Mayer 
Director 


DP/tw/KEM 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  13 

Existing  or  reasonably  foreseeable  renewable  energy  projects  are  presented  in 
Chapter  5 of  the  FEIS.  Further,  the  Nevada  RETRAAC  reports  (2007,  2009) 
identify  renewable  energy  zones  that  could  be  developed.  Any  of  these  existing  or 
future  renewable  projects  may  or  may  not  utilize  the  interconnection  opportunities 
presented  by  implementation  of  the  ON  Line  Project.  One  of  the  opportunities  the 
ON  Line  Project  provides  for  is  that  it  would  help  facilitate  the  potential  for  any 
such  projects  to  have  transmission  access  to  market. 

The  proponent  is  a regulated  utility  and  already  has  State  mandated  requirements 
to  provide  low-carbon  sources  of  electricity  to  customers  (State  of  Nevada 
Renewable  Portfolio  Standards).  NV  Energy  complies  with  the  State  mandated 
requirements,  but  not  on  a per-line  basis.  NV  Energy  controls  the  electricity 
purchases  for  system  needs  from  renewable  energy  sources  (i.e. .thermal  plants, 
solar  facilities,  etc.)  and  controls  flow  at  certain  access  points  throughout  the 
system. 

Section  1.2  of  the  FEIS  clearly  describes  BLM’s  Purpose  and  Need  for  the  project 
without  unduly  narrowing  the  project  objectives.  The  proponent’s  objectives  for  the 
project  are  summarized  in  Section  1.2  and  expounded  upon  in  the  subsections  of 
Section  1.5.  A discussion  of  the  existing  SWIP/Great  Basin  Transmission  LLC 
ROW  authorization  is  provided  in  Section  1.5.7  of  the  FEIS.  Additional 
information  was  added  to  Section  2.5,  “Alternatives  Considered  but  Eliminated 
from  Detailed  Analysis.” 

BLM’s  Purpose  and  Need  is  presented  in  Section  1.2  of  the  FEIS.  As  noted  in  the 
response  to  Letter  1 Comment  4,  NV  Energy  is  pursuing  a joint  build  project  with 
Great  Basin  Transmission  LLC.  If  the  joint  project  does  not  proceed,  NV  Energy 
would  still  require  a transmission  line  to  interconnect  its  northern  and  southern 
electrical  grids.  See  Section  2.5.3  of  the  FEIS  for  information  regarding  why  the 
purchase  of  third  party  transmission  rights  is  not  feasible  as  an  alternative.  See 
responses  to  Letter  13  Comment  3 and  Letter  1 Comment  4. 

The  BLM’s  Purpose  and  Need  for  the  proposed  ON  Line  Project  is  presented  in 
Section  1.2  of  the  FEIS.  Supporting  and/or  background  information  to  the 
proponent’s  objectives  of  the  ON  Line  Project  is  presented  in  Sections  1.4  and 
1.5.6.  The  Great  Basin  LLC  project  (aka  SWIP  transmission  line)  has  already 
been  permitted  by  separate  EIS/ROD  (1994)  and  EA/FONSI/DR  (July  2008).  See 
Section  2.5.3  of  the  FEIS  for  information  regarding  why  the  purchase  of  third  party 
transmission  rights  is  not  feasible  as  an  alternative.  Also,  see  responses  to  Letter 
1 Comments  1 and  4. 

See  response  to  Letter  1 Comment  4. 

The  preferred  route  occurs  mainly  within  the  existing  SWIP  Utility  Corridor.  The 
Action  Alternative  route  (Segment  10  sub-alternative),  as  it  passes  through  desert 
tortoise  habitat,  is  mainly  situated  within  the  3,500-foot  wide  Lincoln  County 
Conservation,  Recreation,  and  Development  Act  (LCCRDA)  Corridor  (Public  Law 
108-424),  a designated  utility  corridor  to  be  used  for  ROWs  for  roads,  pipelines, 
power  lines,  etc.  Section  2.2.2  “ Environmental  Protection  Measures  and  Best 
Management  Practices”,  and  Section  4.8.2  “Threatened,  Endangered,  Proposed, 
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13-9 


13-10 

13-11 
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13-13 


13-14 


and  Candidate  (TEPC)  Species”  of  the  DSEIS  presents  the  protection  and 
mitigation  standards  outlined  in  the  RMP.  An  application  to  append  current 
Biological  Opinions  is  being  prepared  for  this  project  that  analyzes  potential 
impacts.  Following  the  approval  of  the  application  to  append,  all  applicable 
mitigation  measures  and  Terms  and  Conditions  of  existing  Biological  Opinions 
would  be  implemented  and  followed,  which  would  become  part  of  the  Final  COM 
Plan. 

As  shown  on  Figure  3.8-4d  in  the  DSEIS,  bighorn  sheep  habitats  are  mapped  and 
shown  in  relationship  to  each  segment,  including  the  Action  Alternative  route. 
Segment  10  is  an  Action  Alternative  sub-alternative  route.  Potential  impacts  of  the 
ON  Line  Project  to  bighorn  sheep  are  presented  in  Section  4.8  of  the  FEIS.  There 
would  be  timing  restrictions  for  construction  activities  within  occupied  desert 
bighorn  sheep  habitat  from  March  1 through  May  31  and  from  July  1 through 
August  31. 

As  noted  in  Section  4.13.3  of  the  DSEIS,  there  would  be  visual  impacts  to  users  of 
the  Delamar  Mountains  and  Meadow  Valley  Range  WAs  under  the  Action 
Alternative  Segment  10  sub-alternative.  However,  Segment  10  sub-alternative 
would  be  largely  within  a utility  corridor  established  in  the  Lincoln  County 
Conservation,  Recreation,  and  Development  Act  which  was  passed  by  Congress. 
By  locating  multiple  utilities  in  the  same  corridor,  there  would  be  fewer  impacts  in 
the  long  run. 

See  response  to  Letter  6 Comment  12. 

Section  2.2.2  “Environmental  Protection  Measures  and  Best  Management 
Practices”,  and  Section  4.8.2  “Threatened,  Endangered,  Proposed,  and 
Candidate  (TEPC)  Species”  of  the  DSEIS  presents  the  protection  and  mitigation 
standards  outlined  in  the  RMP.  An  application  to  append  current  Biological 
Opinions  is  being  prepared  for  this  project  that  analyzes  potential  impacts. 
Following  the  approval  of  the  application  to  append,  all  applicable  mitigation 
measures  and  Terms  and  Conditions  of  existing  Biological  Opinions  would  be 
implemented  and  followed,  which  would  become  part  of  the  Final  COM  Plan. 

There  are  numerous  existing  roads  within  the  project  area  that  are  currently  used 
by  OHVs.  The  project  is  proposing  to  use  many  of  these  existing  roads  for 
construction  activities  and  would  only  create  additional  access  roads  to  access 
proposed  structure  locations  as  needed. 

Comment  noted.  Management  Actions  described  in  Section  2.2.2  of  the  DSEIS 
and  applicable  Terms  and  Conditions  within  the  existing  Biological  Opinions  would 
be  implemented  and  adhered  to  for  the  project  and  minimize  the  potential  for 
desert  tortoises  to  be  impacted  along  the  utility  corridor.  In  addition  to  reviewing 
and  approving  the  COM  Plan  prior  to  issuing  a Notice  to  Proceed  for  the  project, 
the  BLM  would  ensure  compliance  with  the  Environmental  Protection  Measures, 
BMPs,  mitigation  measures,  and  Terms  and  Conditions  of  the  existing  BOs 
through  the  use  of  an  environmental  compliance  inspector  for  the  project. 

The  DSEIS  states  that  uncontrolled  OHV  use  is  a concern.  For  example,  at 
Section  3.14.3,  the  DSEIS  states  that  Kane  Springs  ACEC  “was  designated  as 
part  of  a group  of  public  land  designed  to  protect  desert  tortoise  habitat  and  other 
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wildlife  that  are  threatened  by  habitat  fragmentation  and  increased  recreational 
use,  especially  OHV  use”,  and  Section  5.3  states  that  “Unrestricted  use  of  OHVs 
results  in  creation  of  ...  roads  that  lead  to  a wide  range  of  resource  impacts...” 
However,  in  this  section  the  DSEIS  also  states  that  “restricting  OHV  use  to  well 
defined  and  maintained  areas  can  substantially  mitigate  impacts  to  water  [and 
other]  resources.”  In  Appendix  2A,  Reclamation,  the  proponent  commits  to 
“restoring  all  construction  roads  not  needed  for  ongoing  operations  and 
maintenance  activities  to  the  original  contour,  [in  a way  that  discourages]  vehicular 
traffic  when  no  longer  needed  for  construction.”  Further,  off-highway  vehicle  use  is 
guided  by  BMPs  found  in  the  respective  approved  BLM  RMPs.  Implementation  of 
these  BMPs  would  help  minimize  impacts  related  to  post-construction 
management  of  power  line  access  roads. 

13-15  Comment  noted.  Thank  you  for  providing  additional  literature  sources.  Research 
related  to  impacts  to  sage  grouse  from  transmission  line  towers  and  other  land 
uses  is  still  underway.  IM  No. 201 0-071  (03/05/2010)  is  the  most  recent  BLM 
guidance  for  management  of  sage  grouse  priority  habitats.  The  FEIS  has  been 
updated/revised  to  include  this  guidance.  Management  Actions  SS-40,  SS-41,  and 
SS-42,  from  the  existing  and  approved  Resource  Management  Plan  (RMP)  for  the 
Ely  Field  Office,  provide  additional  management  guidance  for  the  protection  of 
sage  grouse  leks.  While  BLM  stands  by  the  guidance  provided  in  the  RMP  and 
plans  to  implement  the  specified  buffers,  BLM  is  willing  to  look  at  the  placement  of 
towers  in  the  vicinity  of  sage  grouse  leks  on  a case  by  case  basis  and  make 
adjustments  as  needed.  The  ON  Line  Project  would  conform  to  national  laws, 
agency  policies,  and  BLM-state  or  statewide  plans  that  are  currently  approved. 
Additional  mitigation  measures,  such  as  using  a tubular  tower  design  to  deter 
perching,  to  protect  sage  grouse  are  described  in  Section  2.7.7. 

1 3-1 6 See  response  to  Letter  1 3 Comment  1 5. 

13-17  Sections  4.6.1  and  4.6.4,  Operation,  Maintenance,  and  Abandonment,  of  the 
DSEIS  addresses  sulfur  hexafluoride  (SF6). 
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Comment  Letter  #14 


WESTERN  RESOURCE  ADVOCATES 
SIERRA  CLUB 

PROGRESSIVE  LEADERSHIP  ALLIANCE  OF  NEVADA  (PLAN) 
NATIONAL  PARKS  CONSERVATION  ASSOCIATION 
PUBLIC  RESOURCE  ADVOCATES 
NEVADA  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 
CENTER  FOR  BIOLOGICAL  DIVERSITY 
WASATCH  CLEAN  AIR  COALITION 
DINE  CARE 

SEVIER  CITIZENS  FOR  CLEAN  AIR  AND  WATER  INC. 
UTAH  PHYSICIANS  FOR  A HEALTHY  ENVIRONMENT 
POST  CARBON  SALT  LAKE 
DEFEND  OUR  DESERT 
NATIONAL  WILDLIFE  FEDERATION 


January  8, 2010 

Emailed  to:  michael  dwver@blm.gov/nv 
Faxed  to:  (775)289-1910 

Michael  Dwyer 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

HC  33  Box  33500 

Ely,  NV  89301 

Re:  Comments  on  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
("DSEIS”)  for  the  One  Nevada  Transmission  Line  ("GnLine")  as  provided  in  the 
Notice  of  Availability  at  74  Fed.Reg.  60290  (November  20,  2009). 

Dear  Mr.  Dwyer: 

On  behalf  of  Western  Resource  Advocates,  Sierra  Club,  Progressive 
Leadership  Alliance  of  Nevada  ("PLAN"),  National  Parks  Conservation  Association, 
Public  Resource  Advocates,  Nevada  Wildlife  Federation,  Center  for  Biological 
Diversity,  Wasatch  Clean  Air  Coalition,  Dine  Care,  Sevier  Citizens  for  Clean  Air  and 
Water  Inc.,  Utah  Physicians  for  a Health  Environment,  Defend  our  Desert,  National 
Wildlife  Federation,  and  Post  Carbon  Salt  Lake,  we  submit  the  following  comments 
on  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  ("DSEIS")  for  the  One 
Nevada  Transmission  Line  ("OnLine").  Your  point  of  contact  for  these  comments 
will  be  Charles  Benjamin,  Western  Resource  Advocates,  204  N Minnesota  St.  Suite  A 
Carson  City,  Nevada  89703  (775)  841-2400. 

The  undersigned  conservation  groups  do  not  oppose  responsible 
development  transmission  facilities  in  Nevada  that  would  bring  pollution-free 
renewable  resources  to  market  We  are  encouraged  by  the  language  in  the  SDEIS 


t 


stating  that  the  purpose  of  the  OnLine  is  to  reduce  carbon  emissions  in  the  state  of 
Nevada  by  bringing  renewable  resources  on  line  which  would  displace  both  new 
fossil  fuel  resources  and  existing  coal  resources.  We  support  this  goal  and  suggest 
that  NV  Energy  develop,  through  a public  process,  a resource  plan  that  will 
transition  Nevada  away  from  coal  resources  and  toward  pollution-free  renewable 
resources. 

As  such,  it  follows  that  the  undersigned  conservation  groups  oppose  the 
development  of  any  new  coal  resources  in  Nevada.  We  ask  the  BLM  to  terminate 
any  ongoing  public  land  leasing  or  land  transfer  proceedings  for  the  indefinitely 
postponed  Ely  Energy  Center  ("EEC”)  and  White  Pine  Energy  Station  ("WPES”). 
Given  the  BLM's  statements  in  the  SDE1S  that  the  EEC  is  no  longer  reasonably 
foreseeable,  and  thus  the  BLM's  refusal  to  analyze  the  EEC  in  this  SDE1S,  the  final 
environmental  impact  statement  for  the  OnLine  must  formally  terminate  any 
related  land  transfer  proceedings.  Given  that  the  WPES  has  also  been  indefinitely 
postponed,  the  BLM  must  likewise  terminate  any  land  transfer  proceedings  for  this 
proposed  coal  plant.  As  the  SDEIS  notes,  the  extensive  renewable  resources  in 
Nevada  obviate  the  need  to  develop  any  new  coal  resources  in  Nevada. 

Moreover,  we  do  not  believe  that  it  is  necessary  to  simultaneously  develop 
two  extensive  north-south  transmission  lines  in  the  Southwest  intertie  ("SWIP) 
corridor.  As  such,  we  encourage  the  BLM,  NV  Energy,  and  Great  Basin  Transmission 
Company  to  work  together  to  ensure  a single  north-south  transmission  line  is 
responsibly  developed  entirely  within  the  previously  analyzed  Southwest  intertie 
corridor. 

The  undersigned  offer  the  following  additional  comments  on  the  SDEIS. 

I.  GENERAL  COMMENTS 

Background 

NV  Energy  initially  proposed  to  construct  a 2,250  MW  coal  fired  power  plant 
(known  as  the  Ely  Energy  Center  ("EEC”))  and  related  transmission  line  connecting 
the  northern  Nevada  transmission  system  with  the  southern  portion.  The  EEC 
would  be  located  entirely  on  public  BLM  lands,  while  the  transmission  line  would  be 
partially  located  on  public  BLM  lands.  The  property  upon  which  the  EEC  would  be 
located  would  initially  be  leased  from  the  government  but  eventually  would  be  sold 
to  NV  Energy  as  a land  exchange. 

The  BLM  issued  a draft  EIS  for  the  EEC  and  related  transmission  line.  On 
April  3,  2009  a coalition  of  environmental  groups  submitted  a written  comment 
letter  on  the  EEC  DEIS,  including  numerous  attachments.  This  letter  and  all 
attachments  are  incorporated  herein  by  reference  in  their  entirety. 


(14-1) 


(14-2) 


(14-3) 
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In  2009  NV  Energy  announced  that  it  was  indefinitely  postponing 
construction  of  the  EEC  portion  of  the  project,  but  would  proceed  with  the 
construction  of  the  related  transmission  line.  After  this  announcement,  a coalition 
of  environmental  organizations  informed  the  BLM  that  NV  Energy's  indefinite 
postponement  of  the  construction  of  the  EEC  mandated  that  the  BLM  issue  a 
supplemental  DEIS  due  to  the  significantly  altered  scope  of  the  project.  The  BLM 
agreed  and  issued  a notice  that  it  was  accepting  comments  on  the  scoping  for  the 
OnLine  SDEIS.  On  August  27,  2009,  the  environmental  coalition  also  submitted  a 
scoping  comment  letter  on  the  proposed  SDEIS  for  the  Online.  This  August  27, 

2009  scoping  letter,  including  attachments,  is  also  incorporated  herein  by  reference. 

We  commend  the  BLM’s  preparation  of  a supplemental  draft  environmental 
impact  statement  that  takes  into  account  the  current  scope  of  the  project.  The 
BLM's  DSEIS  is  focused  solely  on  the  construction  of  the  OnLine  and  does  not 
evaluate  construction  of  the  EEC.  In  fact,  the  SDEIS  states  that  the  EEC  will  not  even 
be  evaluated  as  a reasonable  foreseeable  action  for  purposes  of  a cumulative 
impacts  analysis.  See  SDEIS  at  p.  1-1. 

In  light  of  NV  Energy's  indefinite  postponement  of  the  EEC  and  BLM's 
conclusion  that  the  EEC  is  no  longer  a "reasonably  foreseeable"  action  under  NEPA, 
we  now  request  that  BLM  to  terminate  any  leasing  or  sale  of  BLM  lands  associated 
with  the  EEC.  Since  NV  Energy  has  no  concrete  plans  to  proceed  with  the  EEC,  and 
BLM  has  concluded  that  the  project  is  not  reasonably  foreseeable  under  NEPA,  the 
BLM  must  immediately  cease  processing  any  lease  request  or  land  exchange 
associated  with  the  EEC  property.  In  the  alternative,  if  BLM  and  NV  Energy 
continue  to  assert  that  the  EEC  project  has  not  been  terminated,  the  BLM  must 
evaluate  the  environmental  impacts  of  the  EEC  in  this  SDEIS, 

We  also  request  that  the  BLM  adopt  the  same  procedures  for  the  proposed 
White  Pine  Energy  Station  ("WPES").  Similar  to  the  EEC,  White  Pine  Energy 
Associates  ("WPEA"}  are  also  seeking  to  lease,  and  subsequently  purchase,  BLM 
lands  near  Ely,  Nevada  for  the  purpose  of  constructing  a 1,500  MW  coal  fired  power 
plant  and  related  transmission  line  (known  as  the  "Southwest  Intertie'*).  After  the 
BLM  issued  its  environmental  impact  statement,  WPEA  announced  that  it  too  was 
indefinitely  postponing  construction  of  the  coal  plant  and  instead  proceeding  solely 
with  the  construction  of  the  Southwest  Intertie  transmission  line.  Unfortunately, 
the  Ely  BLM  office  has  taken  a different  procedural  approach  with  the  WPES. 

Despite  requests  from  a coalition  of  environmental  groups,  the  BLM  has  refused  to 
prepare  a supplemental  draft  environmental  impact  statement  focusing  solely  on 
the  transmission  line  impacts.  Moreover,  the  BLM  has  refused  to  terminate  the 
public  land  lease  and  land  exchange  proceedings  for  the  WPES.  We  believe  the 
legally  mandated  course  of  action  is  preparation  of  a SDEIS  focused  solely  on  the 
Southwest  Intertie  and  termination  of  the  public  land  lease/exchange.  We  believe 
that  the  BLM's  different  procedural  treatment  of  the  EEC  and  WPES  is  arbitrary  and 
capricious.  We  encourage  BLM  to  issue  a SDEIS  for  the  WPES  and  terminate  all  land 
lease/exchange  proceedings  for  both  EEC  and  WPES. 
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(14-4) 


(14-5) 


(14-6) 


(14-7) 


Purpose  and  Need 


The  purpose  and  need  section  of  the  SDEIS  fails  to  adequately  acknowledge, 
and  analyze,  the  fact  that  two  north-south  transmission  projects  are  being 
simultaneously  developed  in  the  SWIP  corridor — namely  the  Online  and  Great 
Basin  Transmission  lines  (formerly  the  "SWIP").  The  purpose  and  need  section  of 
the  SDEIS  also  fails  to  establish  the  "need"  for  the  simultaneous  development  of 
these  two  high  voltage  transmission  lines  in  the  same  utility  corridor.  Simply  put, 
there  is  no  justification  for  the  simultaneous  development  of  two  transmission  lines 
in  this  corridor.  Instead,  development  of  a single  utility  line  is  sufficient  to 
accomplish  the  purposes  of  the  SDEIS — namely  to  connect  the  north  and  south 
transmission  systems  in  Nevada  and  bring  renewable  resources  in  each  area  to 
market.  Given  that  the  need  for  simultaneous  construction  of  two  transmission 
lines  has  not  been,  and  cannot  be,  justified  the  BLM  must  limit  the  transmission 
development  to  a single  line  in  the  SWIP  corridor.  The  undersigned  groups 
encourage  the  BLM  to  negotiate  with  NV  Energy  and  the  Great  Basin  Transmission 
Company  to  ensure  the  development  of  a single  transmission  line  in  the  SWIP 
corridor.  Once  the  development  plan  for  a single  line  is  finalized,  the  BLM  must  then 
either  withdraw  approval  of  the  Great  Basin  line,  or  withhold  approval  of  the 
OnLine. 


(1 4-8} 


Environmental  analysis  of  new  generation  sources  connected  to  the  OnLine 


The  OnLine  SDEIS  does  not  conduct  an  environmental  assessment  of  any  new 
or  existing  generation  resources  that  will  connect  to  the  OnLine.  If  no  new 
generation  sources  are  contemplated,  the  SDEIS  should  clearly  foreclose  the 
possibility  of  any  new  generation  sources  connecting  to  the  OnLine.  However,  if 
new  generation  sources  will  connect  to  the  OnLine,  the  SDEIS  must  clearly  state  that 
any  new  generation  sources,  whether  on  public  or  private  lands,  will  be  evaluated 
under  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  ("NEPA").  By  approving  the 
construction  of  the  OnLine,  it  is  clearly  foreseeable  that  additional  new  generation 
sources  may  connect  to  the  OnLine.  Any  new  generation  sources  would  constitute  a 
"connected  action"  to  the  construction  and  operation  of  the  OnLine.  As  such,  the 
environmental  and  cumulative  impacts  of  any  new  generation  sources  must  be 
evaluated  under  NEPA  prior  to  construction  and/or  connection  to  the  OnLine.  The 
OnLine  SDEIS  must  either  evaluate  those  environmental  effects  at  this  time,  or  prior 
to  the  connection  of  these  new  generation  resources  to  the  OnLine.  We  request  that 
the  SDEIS  be  reworded  to  provide  for  this  public  review  under  NEPA. 


(14-9) 


The  SDEIS  also  states  that  the  purpose  of  the  OnLine  is  to  "provide  better 
access  to  the  state's  renewable  energy  resources. " SDEIS  at  p.  1-2.  The  undersigned 
conservation  organizations  support  the  responsible  development  of  pollution-free 
renewable  energy  sources.  However,  as  noted  above,  the  development  of  these 
resources  are  actions  connected  to  the  development  of  the  OnLine.  As  such  the 
development  of  renewable  energy  resources  that  connect  to  the  OnLine  must 
undergo  an  environmental  analysis  under  NEPA.  Please  confirm  in  the  Final  SEIS 
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that  any  such  development  of  future  resources  connecting  to  the  OnLine  will 
undergo  a NEPA  analysis. 


got.. Qf  . existing  fossil  fuel  generation  resources 


The  SDEfS  infers  that  development  of  the  OnLine  may  result  in  the 
retirement  of  existing  fossil  fuel  generation  resources  which  would  be  replaced  by 
renewable  resources.  More  specifically,  the  SDEfS  states: 

"The  Proposed  Action  would  potentially  significantly  reduce  the  rate  of  air 
pollution  emissions  per  unit  of  energy  regionally  by  providing  a mechanism  to 
bring  renewable  energy  sources  to  the  market.  The  proposed  transmission 
line  facilities  would  improve  the  ability  for  delivering  solar,  wind,  geothermal, 
or  other  renewable  and  potentially  non-polluting  energy  sources  to  the 
regional  consumer  base.  That  would  make  those  renewable  energy  options 
more  practical  to  develop  by  making  the  energy  they  could  produce  more 
affordable  to  deliver,  and  therefore  more  realistic  alternatives  to  traditional 
fossil  fuel  energy  facilities  that  generate  significant  quantities  of  greenhouse 
gases  and  contribute  to  climate  change  concerns."  SDEIS  4-21. 

The  SDEIS  goes  on  to  state: 

"The  Proposed  Action  would  potentially  allow  NV  Energy  to  bring  to  market 
low  or  zero  emissions  renewable  energy  sources  in  place  of  traditional  fossil 
fuel  fired  energy  sources  that  would  emit  greenhouse  gases.  " 

SDEIS  at  4-22. 


In  light  of  the  foregoing  representation,  we  request  that  the  BLM  obtain  a 
binding  commitment  from  NV  Energy  to  retire  specific  existing  coal  generation 
resources  in  Nevada  and  replace  such  resources  with  pollution-free  sources  of 
electricity.  Additionally,  in  light  of  the  SDEIS's  representation  that  the  EEC  will  not 
be  constructed  and  is  not  a reasonably  foreseeable  action  (see  SDEIS  at  p.  51-6)  the 
SDEIS  should  clearly  state  that  the  BLM  has  terminated  all  lease/Iand  exchange 
proceedings  for  the  EEC.  This  action  will  ensure  that  the  proposed  EEC  coal  plant 
will  not  be  connected  to  the  OnLine  and  thus  need  not  be  analyzed  in  this  SDEIS. 


(14-11) 

(14-12) 


The  SDEIS  claims,  "Acreages  of  disturbance  for  future  proposed  developments 
within  the  SW1P  Utility  Corridor  and  the  WWEC  cannot  be  accurately  quantified  at 
this  time  but  would  contribute  additional  future  disturbance."  SDEIS  at  5-6. 
However,  this  statement  is  contradicted  by  the  following,  "NV  Energy  has  issued  a 
request  for  proposals  to  develop  renewable  energy  that  can  be  affordably  delivered 
to  the  Nevada  market."  SDEIS  4-25.  Please  identify  the  list  of  renewable  energy 
projects  that  have  responded  to  the  request  for  proposal.  While  several  potential 
projects  are  mentioned  in  the  cumulative  impacts  section  of  the  SDEIS  (see  pp.  5-16 
and  5-17)  a more  comprehensive  list  of  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  in 


(14-13) 
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necessary  to  undertake  an  adequate  cumulative  impacts  assessment  and  evaluation 
of  connected  and  indirect  actions  resulting  from  the  development  of  the  OnLine. 


Cumulative  Impact? 


The  SDE1S  should  undertake  a more  thorough  analysis  of  cumulative 
impacts  resulting  from  utility  corridor  development  in  Nevada.  For  example,  the 
SDEIS  identifies  numerous  utility  corridor  developments  occurring  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  OnLine  that  may  result  in  adverse  cumulative  impacts,  namely  the  development 
of  the  Great  Basin  Transmission  Line,  West  Wide  Energy  Corridor  ("WWEC”),  and 
others.  See  SDEIS  at  5-15  through  5-17.  A more  thorough  analysis  of  impacts  to 
endangered  species,  such  as  desert  tortoise,  should  be  undertaken. 


( 1 4 — 14 ) 


Wildlife  Mitigation 


We  support  the  preferred  action  with  respect  to  impact  on  wildlife  and  plant 
communities.  We  do  recommend,  however,  that  the  mitigation  measures  be  stated 
within  the  EIS  rather  than  referring  to  biological  opinions  or  other  documents.  We 
further  recommend  that  mitigation  be  strengthened  for  particularly  sensitive 
species  like  Greater  Sage-grouse  consistent  with  the  most  recent  science. 


More  specifically,  the  conclusion  in  the  DEIS  that  there  will  be  only  "minor, 
long-term  impacts  on  potential  suitable  habitats"  (DEIS  at  4-37}  for  the  Greater 
sage-grouse  is  incorrect.  According  to  the  DEIS,  there  are  4 Greater  sage-grouse 
leks  (three  of  which  are  known  to  be  active)  located  within  half  a mile  of  the 
proposed  routes  for  this  transmission.  (DEIS  at  4-38).  Given  the  current  status  of 
this  species,  the  route  should  be  moved  to  ensure  at  least  a .6-mile  no  surface 
disturbance  buffer  for  all  sage-grouse  leks.  The  most  recent  science  regarding 
development  activities  in  sage-grouse  habitat  indicates  that  these  birds  are 
extremely  sensitive  to  human  activities  and  lek  abandonment  often  results.  (See, 
e,g.,  http://sagemap.wr.usgs.gov/monograph.aspx .)  Overhead  structures  are 
particularly  problematic  for  this  species  resulting  in  habitat  fragmentation. 
Therefore,  other  vital  habitats,  including  nesting  and  brooding  areas,  winter 
concentration  areas,  and  the  linkages  between  these  habitats  should  also  be 
identified  and  avoided  during  construction  of  the  transmission  line  consistent  with 
BLM  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  WY-2010-  012.  This  document,  published 
December  29,  2009,  provides  guidance  on  sage-grouse  habitat  management  for 
proposed  activities  and  resource  management  planning. 


(14-16) 


Sincerely, 

s/  Charles  Benjamin 
Western  Resource  Advocates 
204  N Minnesota  St.  Suite  A 
Carson  City,  NV  89703 
(775)  841-2400 
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7.2.14 

14-1 

14-2 

14-3 

14-4 

14-5 

14-6 

14-7 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  14 

NV  Energy  resubmitted  an  amended  SF299  Application  for  Transportation  and 
Utility  Systems  and  Facilities  on  Federal  Lands  that  did  not  include  the  Ely  Energy 
Center  on  March  30,  2009,  therefore  actions  directly  related  to  the  development  of 
the  EEC,  such  as  the  proposed  land  transfer,  are  no  longer  proceeding.  By 
resubmitting  the  SF  299,  NV  Energy  effectively  withdrew  the  EEC  related  SF  299 
application  and  the  actions  related  to  that  application,  such  as  the  land  sale.  If  NV 
Energy  wanted  to  proceed  with  the  EEC  in  the  future,  it  would  have  to  submit  a 
new  SF  299  application  for  the  project. 

In  early  2010,  the  project  proponent  announced  an  MOU  signed  with  Great  Basin 
Transmission  LLC  to  develop  one  500kV  line  as  a joint  development  project.  See 
Section  1.5.7  of  the  FEIS.  Due  to  uncertainties  of  agreement,  NV  Energy  is  still 
requesting  BLM  approval  of  the  ON  Line  Project  EIS  and  Right-of-Way  Grant  to 
allow  NV  Energy  to  pursue  the  Self  Build  option,  and  to  allow  the  BLM  to  issue 
Notices  to  Proceed  on  some  Right-of-Way  components  that  may  be  required  for 
development  of  the  Joint  Project,  e.g.,  Robinson  Summit  Substation  Site  B sub- 
alternative. 

The  previous  comment  letter  and  associated  attachments  were  reviewed.  Review 
of  the  comments  indicates  that  most  of  them  are  non-responsive  - they  refer  to  the 
Ely  Energy  Center,  which  is  not  part  of  the  ON  Line  Project.  Comments  pertaining 
to  the  transmission  lines,  such  as  “a  supplemental  Draft  EIS  must  be  completed,” 
are  moot  now  that  a DSEIS  was  completed.  Direct,  indirect,  and  cumulative 
impacts  to  special  status  species  and  other  resources  are  presented  in  the  ON 
Line  Project  DSEIS. 

The  BLM  has  no  record  of  receiving  the  scoping  letter  from  August  27,  2009.  BLM 
has  requested  a copy  of  this  letter,  but  no  response  has  been  received  nor  has  the 
scoping  letter  ever  been  resubmitted. 

As  stated  in  the  response  to  Letter  14  Comment  1,  NV  Energy  resubmitted  an 
amended  SF299  that  did  not  include  the  EEC  Project  on  March  30,  2009;  therefore 
actions  directly  related  to  the  development  of  the  EEC,  such  as  the  proposed  land 
transfer,  are  no  longer  proceeding.  By  resubmitting  the  SF  299,  NV  Energy 
effectively  withdrew  the  EEC  related  SF  299  application  and  the  actions  related  to 
that  application,  such  as  the  land  sale.  If  NV  Energy  wanted  to  proceed  with  the 
EEC  in  the  future,  it  would  have  to  submit  a new  SF  299  application  for  the  project. 

This  request  is  beyond  the  scope  of  the  ON  Line  project  because  the  request 
addresses  the  proposed  White  Pine  Energy  Station  Project.  NV  Energy 
resubmitted  an  amended  SF299  Application  for  Transportation  and  Utility  Systems 
and  Facilities  on  Federal  Lands  that  did  not  include  the  Ely  Energy  Center. 

BLM  granted  a ROW  authorization  and  approved  a land  sale  for  the  White  Pine 
Energy  Station  project.  LS  Power  did  not  amend  its  SF  299  application;  it  simply 
postponed  implementation  of  part  of  its  approved  ROW  authorization.  BLM  has  no 
legal  justification  to  require  a SDEIS  for  the  WPES.  BLM’s  EIS  for  the  White  Pine 
Energy  Station  was  affirmed  by  the  Interior  Board  of  Land  Appeals  in  Bristlecone 
Alliance,  179  IBLA  51  (2010). 
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14-8  Additional  information  pertaining  to  the  existing  approved  ROW  for  the  Great  Basin 

Transmission  Line  has  been  added  to  Section  1.5.7.  As  stated  in  Section  1.2  of 
the  FEIS,  the  BLM’s  purpose  of  the  proposed  action  is  to  provide  NV  Energy 
appropriate  ROW  access  to  construct  and  operate  a long-term  commercial 
transmission  facility  to  improve  energy  transmission  system  reliability  within 
Nevada.  The  BLM’s  need  for  the  action  is  to  respond  to  NV  Energy’s  SF  299 
application  for  ROW  under  Title  V of  the  Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 
(FLPMA)  (43  U.S.C.  1761-1771).  NV  Energy  is  proposing  a transmission  line  to 
interconnect  their  north  and  south  electrical  systems.  A transmission  line 
developed  by  another  company  would  not  necessarily  be  available  for  use  by  NV 
Energy;  therefore  it  would  not  meet  the  objective  of  interconnecting  NV  Energy’s 
northern  and  southern  electrical  grids.  See  Section  2.5.3  of  the  FEIS  that 
discusses  purchasing  third  party  transmission  rights  and  why  that  is  not  a feasible 
alternative.  See  response  to  Letter  1 Comment  4. 

14-9  All  existing  proponent-owned  generators  are  either  in-service  or  already  in 

construction.  The  project  proponent  does  not  propose  the  interconnection  of  any 
new  generation  facilities  to  the  ON  Line  Project.  As  stated  in  Section  1.5.6,  the 
ON  Line  Project  would  serve  to  interconnect  the  north  and  south  service  territories, 
improve  system  reliability,  and  facilitate  potential  for  any  future  projects  to  have 
transmission  access  to  market.  There  are  anticipated  to  be  potential  renewable 
energy  developments  in  eastern  Nevada  (as  potential  renewable  energy  zones 
have  been  identified  in  the  Nevada  RETRAAC  report)  that  may  request 
interconnection  to  the  ON  Line  Project  to  deliver  their  energy  to  NV  Energy 
customers;  any  such  existing  or  future  projects  would  require  their  own  permitting 
processes  and  environmental  reviews.  There  are  no  existing  projects  that  depend 
on  construction  of  the  ON  Line  Project  in  order  to  proceed  (i.e. .connected  actions 
as  defined  at  40  CFR  1508.25(a)(1),  see  response  below),  however  there  are 
reasonably  foreseeable  renewable  energy  projects  that  are  in  various  stages  of 
their  own  permitting  processes  and  environmental  reviews.  Reasonably 
foreseeable  projects/actions  are  discussed  in  Chapter  5 and  listed  in  Appendix 
5A. 

14-10  There  are  no  connected  actions  as  defined  in  40  CFR  1508.25(a)(1)(i-iii).  An 
action  is  “connected”  to  a proposed  action  by  virtue  of  the  fact  that  1 ) the  proposed 
action  automatically  triggers  the  other  action;  2)  the  proposed  action  cannot  or  will 
not  proceed  unless  the  other  action  is  taken  previously  or  simultaneously;  or  3)  the 
proposed  action  and  the  other  action  are  interdependent  parts  of  a larger  action 
and  depend  on  the  larger  action  for  their  justification.  Actions  that  have 
independent  utility,  that  is  where  there  exists  sufficient  justification  for  each  action 
to  proceed  without  the  other,  are  generally  not  connected  actions.  However,  there 
are  reasonably  foreseeable  renewable  energy  projects  that  are  in  various  stages 
of  their  own  permitting  processes  and  environmental  reviews.  Reasonably 
foreseeable  projects/actions  are  discussed  in  Chapter  5 and  listed  in  Appendix 
5A.  Future  renewable  energy  resource  development  projects  would  be  subject  to 
their  own  permitting  processes  and  environmental  reviews. 

14-11  This  request  is  beyond  the  authority  of  the  BLM  and  is  not  within  the  NEPA 
process. 
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14-12  See  response  to  Letter  14  Comment  1. 

14-13  The  project  proponent’s  RFP  processes  are  a confidential  effort  conducted 
privately  by  the  proponent.  Potential  new  projects  are  generally  not  announced  or 
requested  for  authorization  in  an  IRP  filing  with  the  PUCN  until  agreements  are 
signed  and  in  place.  Until  a formal  announcement  or  request  for  authorization  is 
made,  a potential  new  project  is  speculative  and  not  a reasonably  foreseeable 
action. 

14-14  Cumulative  impacts  are  presented  in  Chapter  5 which  includes  projects/actions 
such  as  the  Great  Basin  Transmission  Line  and  the  West-wide  Energy  Corridor. 
Utility  corridor  developments  and  potential  acreage  disturbances  are  first 
presented  in  Table  5.1-3  and  Section  5.2-4  and  carried  through  the  chapter  under 
each  resource.  All  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  used  in 
Chapter  5 are  presented  in  Appendix  5A.  Cumulative  impacts  to  special  status 
species,  such  as  desert  tortoise,  are  presented  in  Section  5.8.6  of  the  DSEIS. 

14-15  Mitigation  measures  are  presented  in  Chapter  2 and  again  under  each  section 
within  Chapter  4.  Instruction  Memorandum  No.  2010-071  is  the  most  current 
guidance  for  management  of  sage  grouse  priority  habitat.  Management  Action  SS- 
40,  from  the  existing  and  approved  Resource  Management  Plan  for  the  Ely  Field 
Office,  also  provides  additional  general  management  guidance  for  the  protection  of 
sage  grouse  leks.  This  action  conforms  to  national  laws,  agency  policies,  and 
BLM-state  or  statewide  plans  that  are  currently  approved. 

14-16  See  responses  to  Letter  13  Comment  15  and  Letter  14  Comment  15. 
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Comment  Letter  #15 

GREAT  BASIN  TRANSMISSION,  LLC 

do  LS  Power  Development,  LLC 
400  Chesterfield  Center,  Suite  110 
St  Louis,  Missouri  63017 
(636)  532-2200  Fax:  (636)  532-2250 

January  8, 2010 
VIA  FEDEX 


Rosemary  Thomas 

District  Manager,  Ely  District  Office 

702  N Industrial  Way 

HC  33  Box  33500 

Ely,  NV  89301-9408 


RE:  Comments  on  the  Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  for  the  ON  Line 

Project  (BLMNV/EL/EIS-GI- 10/01+1793;  DES  09-50) 


Dear  Ms.  Thomas: 

On  November  20, 2009,  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior  Bureau  of  Land  Management 
(BLM)  Ely  District  published  in  the  Federal  Register  a Notice  of  Availability  (NOA)  of  a Draft 
Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement  (DSEIS)  for  NV  Energy’s  proposed  One  Nevada 
Line  (ON  Line)  project.  The  proposed  500-kilovolt  (kV)  transmission  line  would  extend 
approximately  236  miles  from  the  Harry  Allen  substation,  north  of  Las  Vegas,  Nevada,  to  a new 
proposed  substation  (known  as  Robinson  Summit  Substation)  to  be  constructed  west  of  Ely, 
Nevada,  and  connect  the  public  utility’s  southern  and  northern  electrical  transmission  systems. 

As  you  are  aware,  Great  Basin  Transmission,  LLC  (Great  Basin)  has  obtained  BLM  approval 
and  holds  BLM  rights-of-way  (ROW)  for  construction  and  operation  of  the  Southwest  Intertie 
Project  (SWIP)  across  federal  lands.  The  SWIP  is  a transmission  line  project  traversing  over  500 
miles  from  Southern  Nevada  to  Southern  Idaho.  The  project  is  being  developed  in  two  parts,  a 
southern  portion  and  a northern  portion,  referred  to  as  “SWIP-South”  and  “SWIP-North,” 
respectively.  The  SWIP-South  portion  of  the  project  begins  at  the  NV  Energy  500-kV  Harry 
Allen  Substation  near  Las  Vegas  and  extends  north  approximately  235  miles  to  a new  proposed 
substation  called  Thirtymile  Substation  near  Ely,  Nevada  (ROW  No.  NVN-852 1 0).  Great  Basin 
has  obtained  BLM  approval  of  the  Construction,  Operation  and  Maintenance  Plan  (COMP)  for 
the  SWIP-South  arid  plans  to  begin  construction  this  year.  The  SWIP-North  portion  of  the 
project  extends  approximately  275  miles  from  Thirtymile  Substation  to  Idaho  Power’s  Midpoint 
Substation  near  Twin  Falls,  Idaho  (ROW  No.  NVN-85211;  NVN-49781;  and  IDI-26446).  Great 
Basin  is  currently  working  With  the  BLM  on  finalization  of  the  COMP  for  SWIP-North,  and 
plans  to  begin  construction  as  early  as  this  year. 


Page 2 of  4 
January  8, 2010 


The  route  for  the  proposed  ON  Line  project  generally  parallels  the  route  approved  for  Great 
Basin’s  SWIP-South  project,  crosses  the  SWIP-South  transmission  line  ROW  at  multiple  points, 
and  overlaps  with  the  location  approved  by  BLM  for  Great  Basin’s  Thirtymile  Substation.  We 
are  submitting  these  comments  with  the  primary  intent  of  ensuring  that  the  SEIS  appropriately 
recognizes  Great  Basin’s  approved  SWIP-South  project  and  of  preserving  our  interests  in  the 
S WIP  project  and  the  associated  approved  S WIP  ROW. 

Great  Basin  shares  with  the  BLM  an  appreciation  for  the  demands  of  the  NEPA  process  and 
recognizes  that  the  BLM  has  worked  diligently  to  fulfill  its  NEPA  duties  in  connection  with  the 
proposed  ON  Line  project. 

Please  find  our  comments  below,  organized  by  area  of  concern: 

1)  Robinson  Summit  Substation  Location 

The  proposed  location  of  Robinson  Summit  Substation  (as  shown  in  DSEIS  Figure 
2.2- lb)  overlaps  with  the  granted  ROW  for  Great  Basin’s  Thirtymile  Substation.  As  the 
BLM  is  aware.  Great  Basin  is  actively  pursuing  construction  of  the  SWIP,  and  we  are 
concerned  that  construction  of  the  proposed  Robinson  Summit  Substation  at  the  site 
reflected  in  the  DSEIS  would  not  be  technically  feasible  since  Great  Basin’s  Thirtymile 
Substation  will  be  constructed  at  this  same  site. 

The  final  EIS  should  acknowledge  the  existing  ROW  grant  held  by  Great  Basin  that 
includes  Thirtymile  Substation  and  should  evaluate  interconnection  of  the  ON  Line  with 
Thirtymile  Substation  as  an  alternative  to  constructing  Robinson  Summit  Substation  in 
the  same  area  since  Great  Basin’s  plans  for  Thirtymile  Substation  include  sufficient 
provisions  to  accommodate  such  a connection.  BLM  might  also  consider  whether 
additional  analysis  is  needed  to  evaluate  the  effects  of  constructing  Robinson  Summit 
Substation  at  one  or  more  sites  that  do  not  overlap  with  Great  Basin’s  approved 
Thirtymile  Substation  site.  In  order  to  prevent  conflicts  with  our  existing  ROW  for 
Thirtymile  Substation,  Great  Basin  requests  that  BLM  coordinate  with  us  regarding  the 
potential  alternative  locations  for  Robinson  Summit  Substation. 

2)  ON  Line  Crossings  and  Proximity  to  the  SWIP 

The  proposed  ON  Line  route  appears  to  cross  the  SWIP  at  two  locations  (i.e.,  2N  65E 
Section  17  and  1 S 65E  Section  9)  and  is  in  close  proximity  to  the  SWIP  in  several 
locations.  Great  Basin  requests  that  BLM  include  refined  information  in  the  final  EIS 
describing  and  showing  the  expected  distance  between  the  Proposed  Action  and  the 
approved  SWIP-South  centerline.  Considering  the  feet  that  the  SWIP-South  is  an  already 
granted  ROW  and  is  expected  to  be  under  construction  by  the  time  BLM  finalizes  the 
NEPA  process  for  the  ON  Line,  the  ON  Line  applicant  should  be  prepared  to  work  with 
Great  Basin  to  accommodate  any  technical  issues  presented  by  the  crossings  and/or 
proximity  of  the  two  transmission  lines.  To  ensure  that  our  existing  ROW  for  the  SWIP- 
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South  will  not  be  harmed,  we  request  that  such  accommodations  by  the  ON  Line 
applicant  be  required  in  BLM’s  Record  of  Decision  for  the  ON  Line. 

3)  Action  Alternative 

The  DSEIS  does  not  provide  sufficient  information  to  determine  the  amount  of  separation 
between  the  ON  Line  Action  Alternative  and  the  Great  Basin  SWIP-South  ROW.  On 
page  ES-2  of  the  SEIS,  the  Action  Alternative  is  described  as  “a  parallel  route  alignment 
approximately  1,800  feet  to  the  east  of  the  Proposed  Action  alignment  within  the  SWJP 
Utility  Corridor.”  Based  on  this  description,  the  location  of  the  Action  Alternative  shown 
in  the  DSEIS  maps,  and  detailed  mapping  information  provided  to  Great  Basin  by  the  ON 
Line  applicant,  the  Action  Alternative  would  be  in  very  close  proximity  to  the  SWIP. 

The  detailed  mapping  information  obtained  by  Great  Basin  indicates  that  there  are 
approximately  114  line  miles  where  the  Action  Alternative  is  located  within  200  feet  of 
the  SWIP,  including  some  locations  with  only  1 25  feet  of  separation  between  the  ON 
Line  Action  Alternative  and  the  SWIP. 

Great  Basin  requests  that  BLM  include  refined  information  in  the  final  EIS  describing 
and  showing  the  expected  distance  between  the  Action  Alternative  and  the  approved 
SWIP -South  centerlines.  Great  Basin  requires  a separation  of  at  least  200  feet  between 
the  SWIP  and  other  high-voltage  transmission  lines  to  provide  sufficient  buffer  for  safely 
and  reliably  constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  our  transmission  line.1  Considering 
the  fact  that  the  SWIP  is  expected  to  be  under  construction  by  the  time  BLM  finalizes  the 
NEPA  process  for  the  ON  Line,  if  BLM  were  to  select  the  Action  Alternative,  it  would  be 
necessary  for  the  ON  Line  applicant  to  work  with  Great  Basin  to  accommodate  any 
technical  issues  presented  by  the  proximity  of  the  Action  Alternative  to  the  SWIP.  To 
ensure  that  our  existing  ROW  for  the  SWIP-South  will  not  be  harmed,  we  request  that 
such  accommodations  by  the  ON  Line  applicant  be  required  in  BLM’s  Record  of 
Decision  for  the  ON  Line. 

4)  Cumulative  Impacts 

The  description  of  the  South-SWlP  in  the  cumulative  impacts  analysis  (SDEIS  page  5- 
16)  seems  unclear  and,  to  the  extent  we  can  understand  it,  appears  to  be  inaccurate. 

(“The  Great  Basin  Transmission  Line  is  an  amendment  to  the  transmission  line  ROW 
within  the  previously  approved  ROW  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  by  the  current 

authorized  project  proponent.  Great  Basin  Transmission,  LLC ”).  The  BLM  did 

grant  approval  of  two  minor  amendments  to  the  SWIP-South  ROW  in  2008,  at  its 
northern  and  southern  ends,  but  otherwise  the  SWIP-South  alignment  follows,  and  indeed 
was  the  basis  for  defining,  the  SWIP  Corridor,  and  the  SWIP-South  ROW  is,  to  Great 
Basin’s  understanding,  the  only  currently  approved  major  “transmission  line  ROW” 

1 Great  Basin  recognizes  that  in  areas  where  transmission  corridors  are  narrow  or  where  multiple  transmission  lines 
are  already  present,  it  may  be  necessary  to  construct  lines  wife  less  than  200  feet  of  separation;  however,  in  areas 
where  such  constraints  do  not  exist,  a separation  distance  of  at  least  200  feet  is  preferable  and  more  easily  facilitates 
fee  safe  and  reliable  construction,  operation,  and  maintenance  of  high-voltage  transmission  lines. 
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within  the  SWIP  corridor.  We  request  that  the  description  of  die  SWIP-South  project  be 
clarified  in  the  final  SEIS. 

5)  Area  of  Analysis 

In  sections  3.13  and  4.13,  the  DSEIS  analysis  of  potential  impacts  to  Special  Designation 
Areas  (SDAs)  includes  all  areas  within  50  miles  of  the  project  area.  Great  Basin  believes 
this  analysis  area  is  far  too  large  and  that  there  is  no  reasonable  basis  to  conclude  there 
could  be  meaningful  impacts  from  a transmission  line  on  such  distant  features.  Such 
analysis  is  the  type  of  “encyclopedic”  information  discouraged  under  NEPA  and  risks 
setting  a burdensome  precedent  that  would  be  inconsistent  with  NEPA  requirements.  As 
an  example  of  how  this  kind  of  over-inclusive  analysis  can  ripple  unreasonably  through  a 
NEPA  document,  it  results  in  the  inclusion  of  more  than  60  SDAs  in  the  analysis,  and  a 
cumulative  impacts  analysis  area  for  SDAs  of  almost  14  million  acres  that  extends  into 
the  State  of  Utah.  (SDEIS  at  page  5-2.)  The  50  mile  analysis  area  used  for  impacts  to 
recreation  resources  (Sections  3.14  & 4.14)  raises  similar  concerns.  If  the  final  SEIS 
retains  the  50-mile  analysis  area,  BLM  might  consider  adding  language  to  clarify  that 
meaningful  impacts  from  a transmission  line  on  resources  would  not  be  expected  at  such 
a distance,  and  that  use  of  the  50-mile  analysis  area  was  highly  conservative  and  goes 
beyond  the  NEPA  requirements  to  disclose  and  evaluate  the  reasonably  anticipated 
impacts  of  the  project. 

Great  Basin  appreciates  BLM’s  consideration  of  these  comments.  Please  feel  free  to  contact  me  at 

(636)  532-2200  to  discuss  any  of  these  items  further. 

Sincerely, 

"Xiv  /-• 

David  Wilson 

Senior  Environmental  Engineer 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  15 

Under  the  Joint  Development  Project,  only  one  substation  at  either  1)  the 
common/overlapping  Thirtymile/Robinson  Summit  site,  or  2)  NV  Energy’s 
Robinson  Summit  Substation  (RSS)  Site  B sub-alternative  located  approximately  4 
miles  south  would  be  developed.  If  the  Joint  Development  Project  is  not  approved 
by  the  PUCN,  NV  Energy  proposes  to  avoid  the  overlapping  ROW  grant  situation 
by  solely  seeking  development  of  the  RSS-Site  B sub-alternative  located 
approximately  4 miles  to  the  south  of  Great  Basin  Transmission’s  Thirtymile 
Substation  ROW  Grant. 

See  response  to  Letter  15  Comment  1.  NV  Energy  contests  Great  Basin 
Transmission’s  statement  that  Thirtymile  Substation  “includes  sufficient  provisions 
to  accommodate  such  a connection.”  NV  Energy  and  Great  Basin  Transmission 
are  working  cooperatively  on  the  Joint  Development  Project  to  resolve  this 
permitting  and  design  issue  and  will  involve  the  BLM  if  any  authorizations  are 
required. 

See  response  to  Letter  15  Comment  2. 

The  Proposed  Action  would  be  1,600  feet  from  the  SWIP/Great  Basin 
Transmission  Line.  This  information  has  been  expounded  upon  in  Section  1.5.7 
and  Section  2. 2. 1.2. 

NV  Energy  is  working  cooperatively  with  Great  Basin  Transmission  LLC  to  address 
all  line  separation  and  crossing  requirements  for  the  ON  Line  Project.  The 
following  BLM  standard  mitigation  would  be  carried  into  the  Record  of  Decision: 

“1.  This  grant  is  subject  to  all  valid  rights  existing  on  the  effective  date  of  this 
grant.” 

Detailed  design  of  the  Action  Alternative,  if  selected,  would  be  coordinated  with 
Great  Basin  Transmission  LLC.  Text  has  been  added  to  Section  2.3  to  indicate 
the  distance  between  the  SWIP-South  (aka  Great  Basin  Transmission  Line)  and 
the  Action  Alternative.  Even  though  the  description  is  general,  a minimum  200  foot 
separation  would  be  maintained  in  order  to  provide  sufficient  buffer  for  safely 
constructing,  operating,  and  maintaining  the  transmission  line.  See  responses  to 
Letter  15  Comments  4 and  5. 

NV  Energy  is  working  cooperatively  with  Great  Basin  Transmission  LLC  to  address 
all  line  separation  and  crossing  requirements  for  the  Proposed  Action  (nominally 
1,600’  line  separation  to  Great  Basin  Transmission’s  SWIP  ROW  Grant).  The  200’ 
line  separation  for  the  Action  Alternative  to  Great  Basin  Transmission’s  SWIP 
ROW  Grant  is  the  minimum  line  separation. 

As  noted  in  Letter  15  Comment  5,  the  BLM  ROW  grant  would  be  subject  to  all 
existing,  valid  rights. 

The  description  in  Section  1.5.7  and  Chapter  5 in  the  FEIS  of  the  Great  Basin 
Transmission  Line  (aka  SWIP)  has  been  clarified  and  expanded  to  more 
accurately  reflect  the  project. 
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When  this  project  was  part  of  the  Ely  Energy  Center,  the  Data  Adequacy 
Standards  required  that  potential  impacts  be  evaluated  for  all  Special  Designation 
Areas  within  50  miles  of  the  project  area.  Thus,  when  the  project  was  revised  to 
the  ON  Line  Project,  in  order  to  be  conservative,  it  was  determined  that  instead  of 
re-evaluating  impacts  on  a smaller  scale,  that  the  existing  and  previously  prepared 
analysis  would  be  utilized  to  prepare  the  DSEIS. 
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COMMENT  SHEET  Comment  Letter  #16 


Informed  decisions  are  better  decisions:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  believes  that  extensive 
public  involvement  will  serve  to  Improve  communication,  develop  enhanced  understanding  of  different 
perspectives,  and  identify  solutions  to  issues  and  problems.  We  look  forward  to  hearing  from  you! 


Where  to  provide  comments:  You  can  submit  this  form  at  a public  meeting  or  mail  It  in  using  the  address  on 
reverse.  Comments  can  also  be  provided  via  email  to:  Mlchael_Dwyer@blm.gov . 

Name  _ County  : ' 

Title  Organization  Jfe/js 

Mailing  Address  


□ 


Please  check  box  If  you  do  jrio|  want  your  name  released  when  comments  are  made  public. 
Please  check  box  if  you  want  to  receive  notice  of  availability  of  the  Final  Supplemental  E1S. 


COMMENT  (use  back  side  If  you  need  additional  space  or  attach  additional  sheets) 

/r  Mssytezroirc?  &/'<?  / fr/', 


j&2&2-^z/L i'-'&s?CTfr/7£ ■sec/* 

A<  A grey  C<Z 

-/X' 


(16-1) 


_ (16-a> 


To  Return  via  US  Mail:  Fold  in  thirds  so  BLM  address  (on  reverse)  is  showing,  add  postage,  tape  bottom  of 
fold,  and  mail.  Please  have  comments  postmarked  by  January  8, 2010 . 

To  provide  comments  via  email:  Please  email  comments  to:  Michaei_Dwyer@bim.gov  by  January  8, 2010. 

Comments,  including  names,  street  addresses,  e-mail  addresses,  and  phone  numbers  {If  provided)  of  respondents  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office  during  regular  business  hours  (8:00  am  to  4:30  pm),  Monday  through  Friday,  except 
holidays.  Before  Including  your  address,  phone  number,  e-mail  address,  or  other  personal  Identifying  Information  In  your  comment,  you 
should  be  aware  that  your  entire  comment  - inducing  your  personal  Identifying  information  may  be  made  publicly  available  at  any 
time.  While  you  can  ask  us  In  your  comment  to  withhold  your  personal  Identifying  Information  from  public  review,  we  cannot  guarantee 
that  we  will  be  able  to  do  so. 


7.2.16 
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16-2 


Response  to  Comment  Letter  16 

Comment  noted. 

It  is  likely  that  local  workers  would  comprise  10-20  percent  of  the  workforce.  This 
is  addressed  in  the  DSEIS  in  Section  2.2. 1.3,  Construction  Workforce  and 
Equipment  Requirements. 
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COMMENT  SHEET  Comment  Letter  #17 


Informed  decisions  are  better  decisions:  The  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  believes  that  extensive 
public  Involvement  will  serve  to  improve  communication,  develop  enhanced  understanding  of  different 
perspectives,  and  Identify  solutions  to  Issues  and  problems.  We  look  forward  to  hearing  from  youl 

Where  to  provide  comments:  You  can  submit  this  form  at  a public  meeting  or  mail  it  In  using  the  address  on 
reverse.  Comments  can  also  be  provided  via  email  to:  Mlchael_Dwyer@blm.gov. 


Name  V\.  ( c U.  CS  ^>  > 1 (o  u.  * n County  Wv  \ 

Title . 


<u 


Organization 


Mailing  Address  R 0 > G>  q V 


City  A A r k >\  l 


State 


M\l 


zip  ^ 3 \ & 


Email 


r i c\^  a \\  ft 


cj-i. 


Date  ^ t £ 0 7 Meeting  Location  (if  applicable)  1 


O Please  check  box  if  you  do  |ioJ  want  your  name  released  when  comments  are  made  public. 
□ Please  check  box  if  you  want  to  receive  notice  of  availability  of  the  Final  Supplemental  EiS. 

COMMENT  fuse  back  side  if  you  need  additional  space  or  attach  additional  sheets) 
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To  Return  via  US  Mali:  Fold  in  thirds  so  BLM  address  (on  reverse)  Is  showing,  add  postage,  tape  bottom  of 
fold,  and  mail.  Please  have  comments  postmarked  by  January  8, 2010. 

To  provide  comments  via  email:  Please  email  comments  to:  MichaeLDwyer@blm.gov  by  January  8,  2010. 

Comments,  including  names,  afreet  addresses,  e-mail  addresses,  and  phone  numbers  (if  provided)  of  respondents  will  be  available  for 
public  review  at  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office  during  regular  business  hours  (8:00  am  to  4:30  pm),  Monday  through  Friday,  except 
holidays.  Before  Including  your  address,  phone  number,  e-mail  address,  or  other  personal  Identifying  information  In  your  comment,  you 
should  be  aware  that  your  entire  comment  - including  your  personal  Identifying  information  - may  be  made  publicly  available  at  any 
time.  While  you  can  ask  us  In  your  comment  to  withhold  your  personal  identifying  information  from  public  review,  we  cannot  guarantee 
that  we  wilt  be  able  to  do  so.  1 
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7.2.17  Response  to  Comment  Letter  17 

17-1  Comment  noted. 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  18 

Comment  noted. 

Comment  noted. 
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Comment  Letter  #19 


From:  Michael  Dwver@blm.Qov 

To:  Jenni  Prince-Mahonev: 

Subject:  Fw:  Comments  on  One  Nevada  Transmission  Line  SDEIS 

Date:  Tuesday,  January  19,  2010  4:03:56  PM 


From:  Brendan  Hughes  [jesusthedude@hotmaii.com] 

Sent:  01/18/2010  01:45  AM  EST 
To:  Michael  Dwyer 

Subject:  Comments  on  One  Nevada  Transmission  Line  SDEIS 
To  whom  it  may  concern: 

My  name  is  Brendan  Hughes  and  I would  like  to  comment  on  the 
Supplementary  Draft  EIS  for  the  One  Nevada  Transmission  Line  Project. 

I have  a couple  of  concerns  regarding  this  project  which  lead  me  to  ask 
BLM  to  choose  the  No  Action  alternative. 

First,  the  alternatives  considered  did  not  appear  to  include  a route 
alignment  from  the  proposed  Robinson  Summit  substation  to  the  Harry 
Allen  substation  that  would  closely  follow  US  Highway  93  and  Nevada 
Highway  318.  Indeed,  following  these  Highways  seems  to  provide  a 
more  direct  route  between  the  two  points  than  the  Proposed  Action 
route.  The  500  kV  transmission  line  could  very  easily  stay  within  100 
200  feet  of  these  highways.  This  alignment  would  require  less  road 
construction  and  maintenance,  and  would  fragment  less  intact  habitat  for 
wildlife.  This  is  the  only  acceptable  route. 

Additionally,  the  proposed  route  would  have  serious  negative  impacts  on 
several  species  of  wildlife.  The  SDEIS  states  that  430  acres  of  tortoise 
habitat  will  be  permanently  impacted  by  this  project.  This  disturbance 
should  only  be  allowed  to  occur  if  the  route  alignment  is  adjacent  to 
existing  highways.  This  could  bring  the  additional  benefit  of  placing 
tortoise  fencing  along  the  highway  to  prevent  mortality  of  tortoises  due 
to  vehicle  collisions.  Also,  the  proposed  alignment  cuts  through  many 
miles  of  sage  grouse,  pronghorn,  mule  deer,  and  elk  habitat. 
Concentrating  this  project  along  existing  highways  would  not  add  much 
additional  disturbance  to  the  behavior  and  habitat  of  these  animals, 
since  they  are  unlikely  to  be  perturbed  more  than  they  already  are  by 
the  paved  highway. 

If  NV  Energy  does  not  choose  to  align  their  transmission  project  along 
the  existing  US  93  and  NV  318  Highways,  then  BLM  should  choose  the 
No  Action  Alternative  for  this  project. 


(19-1) 


(19~2) 


(19-3) 


(19-4) 


(19-5) 


Thank  you  for  your  consideration. 


Brendan  Hughes 
61093  Prescott  Trail 
Joshua  Tree,  CA  92252 


Hotmail:  Free,  trusted  and  rich  email  service.  Get  it  now. 
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Response  to  Comment  Letter  19 

Comment  noted. 

BLM  disagrees  with  the  comment.  The  proposed  ON  Line  Project  would  be  within 
a federally-designated  utility  corridor  that  was  analyzed  in  EISs  associated  with 
BLM  RMPs  and  a specific  utility  corridor  assessment.  Impacts  were  assessed  in 
those  documents.  The  federally-designated  corridors  were  sited  to  minimize 
impacts  to  resources.  See  also  responses  to  Letter  10  Comment  13;  Letter  10 
Comment  40;  and  Letter  10  Comment  63. 

The  ON  Line  Project  route  within  the  SWIP  Utility  Corridor  does  generally  follow 
Highway  93  within  desert  tortoise  habitat.  Mitigation  in  desert  tortoise  habitat  has 
been  included  as  part  of  the  Proposed  Action  (see  Section  2.2.2,  SS-33). 
Tortoise  fencing  will  be  installed  during  construction  activities,  as  will  be  required 
under  Terms  and  Conditions  in  the  Biological  Opinion.  See  responses  to  Letter  3 
Comment  7;  Letter  11  Comment  5;  and  Letter  13  Comment  7. 

The  proposed  ON  Line  Project  route  is  within  a federally  designated  utility  corridor. 
This  corridor  was  established  to  minimize  impacts  of  multiple  utility  projects  by 
bundling  them  all  together.  The  Highway  318  alignment  is  not  within  the 
designated  utility  corridor,  although  it  does  cross  the  corridor  in  one  area.  Highway 
93  also  crosses  the  corridor  and  is  within  it  along  the  north  half  of  Segment  1 1 . 

Comment  noted. 
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4- 36,  4-37,  4-38,  4-50,  4-52,  4-60,  4-62,  4-63,  4-64,  4-66,  4-67,  4-71,  4-72,  4-75,  4-78,  4-87,  4- 
93,  4-94,  4-95,  4-99,  4-108,  4-113,  7-143,  8-10,  8-25,  8-30 

Sheep  Trail,  ES-7,  3-82,  3-84,  4-60,  4-66,  8-25 

Socioeconomics,  ES-8,  ES-12,  1-16,  2-28,  2-42,  2-49,  2-51,  3-1,  3-142,  4-100,  4-107,  4-108, 

5- 3,  5-6,  5-8,  5-18,  5-63,  5-83,  5-84,  5-85,  5-88,  5-91,  6-9,  6-10,  7-40,  8-25 
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Soils,  ES-4,  ES-10,  1-16,  2-19,  2-39,  2-43,  2-44,  2-48,  2-50,  3-8,  3-9,  3-26,  3-27,  3-28,  3-29,  3- 
30,  3-31,  3-32,  3-33,  3-34,  3-38,  3-43,  3-44,  3-45,  3-46,  3-48,  3-50,  3-57,  3-62,  3-63,  3-82,  4-12, 

4- 13,  4-14,  4-16,  4-17,  4-19,  4-20,  4-39,  4-55,  4-56,  4-62,  4-63,  4-66,  4-67,  5-3,  5-5,  5-7,  5-8,  5- 
14,  5-27,  5-28,  6-9,  6-11,  7-46,  8-13,  8-19,  8-26,  8-36,  8-39 

Solar,  1-6,  3-18,  4-9,  4-21,  4-22,  5-6,  5-8,  5-15,  5-19,  5-32,  5-33,  5-34,  5-35,  5-70,  5-73,  5-74, 

5- 77,  5-80,  5-83,  5-85,  5-86,  5-87,  5-90,  5-92,  7-46,  7-90,  7-91,  7-100,  7-127,  8-6,  8-7,  8-11,  8- 
26 

Solid  Waste,  ES-9,  ES-12,  1-15,  2-42,  2-49,  2-51,  3-159,  3-167,  4-110,  4-111,  5-88,  5-89,  6-9, 

6- 10,  7-100,  8-21,  8-26,  8-29 

Special  Designations,  ES-87,  ES-12,  1-16,  2-41,  2-48,  2-51,  3-102,  3-103,  3-104,  3-119,  3- 
120,  4-79,  4-83,  4-84,  5-3,  5-4,  5-6,  5-8,  5-18,  5-71,  5-73,  5-75,  5-78,  6-9,  7-91, 7-144,  8-5,  8-26 

Special  Status  Plant  Species,  ES-5,  2-44,  3-42,  3-49,  3-51,  4-34,  5-37,  5-40,  5-42,  5-43,  5-44, 

7- 15,8-26 

Special  Status  Species,  ES-6,  1-16,  2-29,  3-51,  3-53,  3-57,  3-64,  3-65,  3-75,  4-40,  4-41, 4-43, 
4-44,  4-51, 4-53,  5-50,  5-51, 6-9,  6-11,  7-86,  7-87,  7-88,  7-128,  7-128,  8-4,  8-26,  8-30,  8-42 

Surface  Water,  ES-3,  2-19,  3-1,  3-2,  3-7,  3-158,  4-3,  4-4,  4-5,  4-6,  4-7,  4-8,  5-9,  5-10,  5-11,  5- 
12,  5-13,  5-15,  5-16,  5-17,  5-20,  5-21,  5-24,  5-26,  5-27,  5-36,  5-44,  5-59,  5-61,  5-78,  5-79,  5-80, 

7- 50,  7-89,  8-26,  8-30,  8-36,  8-44 

SWIP  Utility  Corridor,  ES-2,  ES-5,  ES-7,  1-7,  1-8,  2-1,  2-2,  2-5,  2-6,  2-16,  2-25,  2-31,  2-35,  2- 
37,  2-45,  3-2,  3-7,  3-25,  3-43,  3-45,  3-51,  3-75,  3-88,  3-91,  3-96,  3-97,  3-101,  3-108,  3-128,  3- 
131,  3-134,  3-139,  3-142,  4-7,  4-20,  4-24,  4-30,  4-34,  4-35,  4-80,  4-82,  4-89,  4-90,  4-92,  4-94, 

4- 98,  4-99,  5-7,  5-8,  5-14,  5-15,  5-16,  5-17,  5-18,  5-21,  5-24,  5-26,  5-38,  5-42,  5-43,  5-49,  5-50, 

5- 51,  5-53,  5-54,  5-58,  5-60,  5-62,  5-68,  5-70,  5-73,  5-74,  5-78,  5-80,  5-82,  5-87,  7-7,  7-27,  7- 

46,  7-87,  7-90,  7-96,  7-102,  7-127,  7-153,  8-26 

Transportation,  ES-1,  ES-9,  ES-12,  1-2,  1-11,  1-12,  1-13,  1-16,  2-16,  2-42,  2-49,  2-51,  3-41,  3- 

47,  3-90,  3-91,  3-92,  3-97,  3-98,  3-148,  3-149,  3-150,  3-152,  3-156,  3-168,  3-169,  3-171,  4-25, 

4- 77,  4-78,  4-109,  4-112,  4-113,  4-114,  5-8,  5-10,  5-17,  5-33,  5-35,  5-38,  5-39,  5-43,  5-46,  5-47, 

5- 55,  5-80,  5-81,  5-82,  5-86,  5-89,  5-90,  5-91,  5-92,  5-93,  6-9,  6-10,  6-14,  7-41,  7-136,  8-5,  8-9, 

8- 14,  8-26,  8-29,  8-33 

Vegetation,  ES-3,  ES-5,  ES-6,  ES-10,  1-16,  2-21,  2-27,  2-40,  2-44,  2-45,  2-46,  2-50,  3-8,  3-9, 

3- 29,  3-30,  3-34,  3-35,  3-38,  3-41,  3-42,  3-43,  3-45,  3-47,  3-50,  3-51,  3-52,  3-53,  3-55,  3-56,  3- 
60,  3-61,  3-63,  3-74,  3-81,  3-82,  3-84,  3-85,  3-86,  3-114,  3-123,  3-141,  4-5,  4-13,  4-15,  4-17,  4- 
19,  4-26,  4-28,  4-29,  4-30,  4-31, 4-34,  4-35,  4-38,  4-39,  4-43,  4-47,  4-48,  4-50,  4-55,  4-56,  4-60, 

4- 62,  4-63,  4-66,  4-70,  4-86,  4-88,  4-93,  5-3,  5-5,  5-7,  5-8,  5-9,  5-12,  5-13,  5-14,  5-17,  5-27,  5- 
29,  5-32,  5-33,  5-36,  5-37,  5-38,  5-39,  5-40,  5-41,  5-42,  5-43,  5-44,  5-45,  5-46,  5-47,  5-48,  5-50, 

5- 51,  5-57,  5-58,  5-61,  5-62,  5-76,  5-79,  5-80,  6-8,  6-9,  6-10,  7-41,  7-50,  7-86,  7-87,  7-92,  7- 
101, 8-10,  8-18,  8-26,  8-36,  8-38,  8-39,  8-43,  8-44 

Visibility,  3-38,  4-87,  4-88,  4-89,  4-93,  5-71,  5-72,  5-73,  8-26,  8-43 

Visual  Resources,  ES-8,  ES-12,  1-16,  2-42,  2-51,  3-127,  3-128,  3-139,  4-88,  4-93,  4-95,  4-96, 

5-72,  5-73,  5-74,  5-78,  5-79,  5-80,  6-9,  6-10,  8-26 

Water  Resources,  ES-3,  ES-10,  1-16,  2-39,  2-43,  2-50,  3-1,  3-3,  3-4,  3-5,  3-6,  3-117,  4-3,  4-4, 
4-5,  4-6,  4-7,  4-8,  5-3,  5-9,  5-10,  6-9,  6-10,  8-15,  8-26,  8-29 

Water  Rights,  2-19,  3-1,  3-2,  3-158,  4-106,  5-9,  5-15,  5-85,  7-46,  8-15,  8-26 
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Waters  of  the  U.S.,  1-16,  3-7,  3-8,  3-9,  3-42,  4-4,  4-7,  5-15,  8-27 

Wetlands,  ES-3,  ES-10,  1-11,  2-39,  2-50,  3-2,  3-7,  3-8,  3-9,  3-41,  3-42,  3-45,  3-56,  3-103,  3- 
108,  4-3,  4-4,  4-6,  4-7,  4-8,  4-38,  4-39,  5-9,  5-10,  5-14,  5-15,  5-19,  5-20,  5-37,  7-16,  8-19,  8-27, 
8-30,  8-44 

Wild  Horses,  ES-7,  1-16,  3-77,  3-82,  3-84,  4-56,  4-61,  4-62,  4-67,  5-13,  5-33,  6-9,  6-11,  7-89, 

7- 101, 8-27 

Wilderness,  ES-8,  2-35,  3-102,  3-103,  3-104,  3-106,  3-108,  3-109,  3-110,  3-111,  3-112,  3-113, 

3-114,  3-116,  3-118,  3-119,  3-120,  3-124,  4-88,  4-89,  4-93,  4-94,  5-10,  5-28,  5-63,  5-65,  5-66, 
5-71, 5-73,  5-76,  5-85,  7-91,  8-4,  8-5,  8-6,  8-21,  8-22,  8-27,  8-31,  8-35,  8-44 

Wildlife,  ES-5,  ES-6,  ES-7,  ES-8,  ES-11,  1-9,  1-12,  1-14,  1-16,  1-17,  2-6,  2-22,  2-25,  2-28,  2- 
29,  2-30,  2-36,  2-40,  2-45,  2-46,  2-47,  2-50,  3-2,  3-41,  3-42,  3-52,  3-53,  3-54,  3-56,  3-57,  3-60, 
3-63,  3-68,  3-69,  3-74,  3-75,  3-76,  3-77,  3-81,  3-82,  3-96,  3-97,  3-101,  3-102,  3-103,  3-104,  3- 
106,  3-108,  3-112,  3-113,  3-116,  3-117,  3-119,  3-120,  3-121,  3-123,  3-124,  3-125,  3-131,  3-139, 

3- 141,  3-164,  3-168,  4-5,  4-35,  4-38,  4-39,  4-40,  4-42,  4-43,  4-45,  4-46,  4-48,  4-49,  4-50,  4-52, 

4- 53,  4-54,  4-79,  4-86,  4-111,  5-3,  5-5,  5-7,  5-8,  5-12,  5-15,  5-33,  5-36,  5-44,  5-45,  5-46,  5-47, 

5- 48,  5-49,  5-50,  5-51,  5-52,  5-53,  5-54,  5-61,  5-62,  5-63,  5-69,  5-71,  5-73,  5-76,  5-77,  6-7,  6-9, 

6- 10,  6-12,  6-13,  6-14,  7-2,  7-10,  7-16,  7-27,  7-28,  7-28,  7-33,  7-86,  7-87,  7-89,  7-100,  7-101,  7- 
102,  7-129,  8-6,  8-9,  8-10,  8-14,  8-15,  8-16,  8-17,  8-18,  8-19,  8-20,  8-27,  8-28,  8-29,  8-30,  8-31, 

8- 34,  8-35,  8-36,  8-37,  8-38,  8-42 

Wind,  1-6,  1-7,  2-37,  3-18,  3-29,  3-37,  3-62,  3-141, 4-9,  4-14,  4-19,  4-20,  4-21,  4-22,  4-81,  5-6, 
5-7,  5-27,  5-32,  5-33,  5-34,  5-35,  5-58,  5-70,  5-71,  5-72,  5-73,  5-74,  5-75,  5-77,  5-80,  5-81,  5- 
83,  5-86,  5-87,  5-90,  5-92,  7-41,  7-91,  7-93,  7-100,  7-101, 8-5,  8-21, 8-27,  8-37,  8-42 
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8.3  Acronyms 


AADT 

AAQS 

ACEC 

ac-ft 

ADA 

AFY 

AML 

APE 

AQRV 

ARPA 

ASTM 

AUM 

AZ/NM/SNV 

BCT 

bgs 

BLM 

BMP 

BTU 

CA/MX 

CAA 

CDP 

CEQ 

CESA 

CFR 

cfs 

CO 

C02 

COM 

Corps 

CR 

CWA 

dB 

dBA 

DC 

DNL 

DNWR 

DO! 

DSEIS 

EEC 

EIA 

EIS 

EO 

EPA 

ESA 

ET 

FAC 

FACU 

Average  Annual  Daily  Traffic 
Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 
Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern 
acre-feet 

Americans  with  Disabilities  Act 

acre-feet  per  year 

Appropriate  Management  Level 

Area  of  Potential  Effect 

Air  Quality  Related  Value 

Archaeological  Resources  Protection  Act 

American  Standards  for  Testing  and  Materials 

Animal  Unit  Month 

Arizona/New  Mexico/Southern  Nevada  Power  Area 

Bonneville  Cutthroat  Trout 

Below  ground  surface 

Bureau  of  Land  Management 

Best  Management  Practice 

British  thermal  unit 

California  Mexico  Power  Area 

Clean  Air  Act 

Census  designated  place 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality 

Cumulative  Effects  Study  Area 

Code  of  Federal  Regulations 

cubic  feet  per  second 

Carbon  Monoxide 

Carbon  Dioxide 

Construction,  Operation,  and  Maintenance 
United  States  Army  Corps  of  Engineers 
County  Road 
Clean  Water  Act 
Decibel 

A-weighted  decibel 
Direct  Current 
day-night  sound  level 
Desert  National  Wildlife  Refuge 
Department  of  the  Interior 

Draft  Supplemental  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Ely  Energy  Center 
Energy  Information  Administration 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Executive  Order 

Environmental  Protection  Agency 
Endangered  Species  Act 
Evapotranspiration 
Facultative 
Facultative  Upland 
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FACW 

FEIS 

FEMA 

FERC 

FHWA 

FIRM 

FLAG 

FLM 

FLPMA 

9 

GBNP 

GBT 

GLO 

gpm 

GPS 

GWD 

HMA 

hr 

IMPROVE 

IRP 

KCC 

km 

KOP 

kV 

kW 

kWh 

lb 

LCCRDA 

LDS 

Leq 

Lmax 

Lmin 

LOS 

MSW 

MW 

n/a 

NAAQS 

NAGPRA 

NAICS 

NAIP 

NBAPC 

NCA 

NDEP 

NDOT 

NDOW 

NDWR 

NEPA 

NERC 

NHPA 

Nl 

NNHP 

Facultative  Wetland 
Final  Environmental  Impact  Statement 
Federal  Emergency  Management  Agency 
Federal  Energy  Regulatory  Commission 
Federal  Highway  Administration 
Flood  Insurance  Rate  Maps 

Federal  Land  Managers  Air  Quality  Related  Values  Workgroup 

Federal  Land  Manager 

Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act 

force  of  gravity 

Great  Basin  National  Park 

Great  Basin  Transmission  LLC 

General  Land  Office 

gallon  per  minute 

Global  Positioning  System 

Groundwater  Development 

Herd  Management  Area 

Hour 

Integrated  Monitoring  of  Protected  Visual  Environments 
Integrated  Resource  Plan 
Kennecott  Copper  Company 
Kilometer 

Key  Observation  Point 

Kilovolt 

Kilowatt 

Kilowatt  hour 

Pound 

Lincoln  County  Conservation,  Recreation,  and  Development  Act 

The  Church  of  Jesus  Christ  of  Latter  Day  Saints 

equivalent  sound  level 

maximum  sound  level 

minimum  sound  level 

Level  of  Service 

Municipal  Solid  Waste 

Megawatt 

not  applicable 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards 

Native  American  Graves  Protection  and  Repatriation  Act 

North  American  Industrial  Classification  System 

National  Agriculture  Imagery  Program 

Nevada  Bureau  of  Air  Pollution  Control 

Noise  Control  Act 

Nevada  Division  of  Environmental  Protection 
Nevada  Department  of  Transportation 
Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife 
Nevada  Division  of  Water  Resources 
National  Environmental  Policy  Act 
North  American  Electric  Reliability  Corporation 
National  Historic  Preservation  Act 
No  Indicator 

Nevada  Natural  Heritage  Program 
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N0X 

NPDES 

NRCS 

NRHP 

NVCRIS 

NRETAAC 

NWI 

NWPP 

NWR 

NWS 

OBL 

OGW 

OHV 

OHWM 
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OPTO 

OSHA 

osw 

PA 

PM-io 

PPA 

PRIMP 

PSD 

PUCN 

PZ 

rd. 

RGL 

RMPA 

RMP 

RNA 

ROW 

RSS-Site  B 
RV 

SCORP 

SDA 

SDWA 

SEO 

SIL 

SNPLMA 

SNWA 

so2 

SODAR 

SR 

SRMA 

SRP 

SWIP 

TCP 

TE&S 

TEPC 

TV 

Ug/m3 

Nitrogen  Oxide 

National  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System 

Natural  Resource  Conservation  Service 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places 

Nevada  Cultural  Resources  Information  System 

Nevada  Renewable  Energy  Transmission  Access  Advisory  Committee 

National  Wetlands  Inventory 

Northwest  Power  Pool  area 

National  Wildlife  Refuge 

National  Weather  Service 

Obligate 

Other  Ground  Water 

Off-highway  Vehicle 

Ordinary  High  Water  Mark 

One  Nevada  500  kV  Transmission  Line  Project 

Operating  Permit  to  Construct 

Occupational  Safety  and  Health  Administration 

Other  Surface  Water 

Programmatic  Agreement 

Particulate  matter  with  diameter  less  than  10  microns 
Pollution  Prevention  Act 

Paleontological  Resource  Impact  Mitigation  Program 
Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration 
Public  Utilities  Commission  of  Nevada 
Precipitation  Zone 
Road 

Regulatory  Guidance  Letter 
Rocky  Mountain  Power  Area 
Resource  Management  Plan 
Research  Natural  Area 
Right-of-way 

Robinson  Summit  Substation  Site  B 
Recreational  Vehicle 

Statewide  Comprehensive  Outdoor  Recreation  Plan 

Special  Designation  Area 

Safe  Drinking  Water  Act 

State  Engineers  Office 

Significant  Impact  Limits 

Southern  Nevada  Public  Land  Management  Act 

Southern  Nevada  Water  Authority 

Sulfur  Dioxide 

Sonic  detection  and  ranging 

State  Route 

Special  Recreation  Management  Area 

Special  Recreation  Permit 

Southwest  Intertie  Project 

Traditional  Cultural  Property 

Threatened,  Endangered,  and  Sensitive 

Threatened,  Endangered,  Proposed,  and  Candidate 

Television 

micrograms  per  cubic  meter 
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UNLV 

University  of  Nevada  Las  Vegas 

UPL 

Obligate  Upland 

USDA 

United  States  Department  of  Agriculture 

USFS 

United  States  Forest  Service 

USFWS 

United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

USGS 

United  States  Geological  Survey 

UTM 

Universal  Transverse  Mercator 

UV 

Ultraviolet 

VHF 

Very  high  frequency 

VOC 

Volatile  Organic  Compound 

VRM 

Visual  Resource  Management 

WA 

Wilderness  Area 

WECC 

Western  Electricity  Coordinating  Council 

WMA 

Wildlife  Management  Area 

WPCCRDA 

White  Pine  County  Conservation,  Recreation,  and  Development  Act 

WPES 

White  Pine  Energy  Station 

WPPP 

White  Pine  Power  Project 

WSA 

Wilderness  Study  Area 

WWEC 

West-wide  Energy  Corridor 

yr 

Year 
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8.4  Units  of  Measure 


c 

Cfs 

dB 

dBA 

dw 

F 

ft 

g 

gal 

gpm 

ha 

in 

kV 

kW 

lb 

nn 

mg/kg 

mg/L 

mi 

mm 

MM 

mph 

ppm 

% 

jjg/m3 


Celsius 

cubic  feet  per  second 
decibel 

A-weighted  decibel  sound  scale 

dry  weight 

Fahrenheit 

feet 

grams 

gallon 

gallons  per  minute 

hectares 

inch 

kilovolt 

kilowatt 

pound 

meters 

milligrams  per  kilogram 
milligrams  per  liter 
miles 

millimeters 

million 

miles  per  hour 
parts  per  million 
percent 

micrograms  per  cubic  meter 
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8.5  Glossary 

Action.  In  the  context  of  the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA),  describes  actions 
proposed  to  meet  a specific  purpose  and  need  that  may  have  effects  on  the  environment,  which 
are  potentially  subject  to  Federal  control  and  responsibility.  Federal  actions  generally  fall  into 
the  categories  of  adoption  of  official  policy,  formal  plans,  and  programs;  or  approval  of  specific 
projects.  For  this  document,  the  term  action  applies  to  a specific  project. 

Air  Quality.  A measure  of  the  health-related  and  visual  characteristics  of  the  air,  often  derived 
from  quantitative  measurements  of  the  concentrations  of  specific  injurious  or  contaminating 
substances. 

Alluvial.  Pertaining  to  material  or  processes  associated  with  transportation  or  deposition  of  soil 
and  rock  by  flowing  water  (e.g.,  streams  and  rivers). 

Alluvium.  Soil  and  rock  deposited  by  flowing  water  (e.g.,  streams  and  rivers);  consists  of 
unconsolidated  deposits  of  sediment,  such  as  silt,  sand,  and  gravel. 

Alternative.  Any  one  of  a number  of  options  for  a project. 

Ambient.  Surrounding,  existing,  background  conditions. 

American  Indian  tribe  (or  tribe).  Any  American  Indian  group  in  the  conterminous  United  States 
that  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  recognizes  as  possessing  tribal  status  (listed  periodically  in  the 
Federal  Register). 

Animal  unit  month  (AUM).  The  amount  of  forage  necessary  to  sustain  one  cow  and  one  calf 
(e.g.,  a 1 ,000-pound  cow  and  calf)  for  a period  of  one  month. 

Annual  (ecology).  A plant  that  completes  its  development  in  one  year  or  one  season  and  then 
dies. 

Anthropogenic  (climate  change/global  warming).  Resulting  from  or  produced  by  human 
beings. 

Aquatic.  Growing  or  living  in  or  near  the  water. 

Aquifer.  A water-bearing  rock  unit  (unconsolidated  or  bedrock)  that  will  yield  water  in  a usable 
quantity  to  a well  or  spring. 

Archaeological  site.  A discrete  location  that  provides  physical  evidence  of  past  human  use. 

Archaeology.  The  scientific  study  of  the  life  and  culture  of  past,  especially  ancient,  peoples,  as 
by  excavation  of  ancient  cities,  relics,  artifacts,  etc. 

Area  of  Analysis.  The  geographic  area  within  which  a resource  is  evaluated  during  analysis. 
This  area  may  vary  in  size  depending  on  the  resource.  The  area  of  analysis  may  be  larger  than 
the  project  area.  An  area  of  analysis  may  include  multiple  land  ownerships. 
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Area  of  Critical  Environmental  Concern  (ACEC).  A Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM) 
designation  pertaining  to  areas  where  specific  management  attention  is  needed  to  protect  and 
prevent  irreparable  damage  to  important  historical,  cultural,  and  scenic  values,  fish  or  wildlife 
resources,  or  other  natural  systems  or  processes,  or  to  protect  human  life  and  safety  from 
natural  hazards. 

Arroyo.  A dry  gully,  or  a stream  in  a dry  region. 

Artifact.  Any  object  showing  human  workmanship  or  modification,  especially  from  a prehistoric 
or  historic  culture. 

Assessment  The  act  of  evaluating  and  interpreting  data  and  information  for  a defined  purpose. 

Backfill.  The  excavated  material  (soil  and/or  rock)  used  to  refill  a hole/trench  created  during 
construction  activities  (i.e.,  drilling  foundation  holes).  The  excavated  material  used  to  fill  a 
hole/trench  in  the  groundbed  (i.e.,  structure  foundations).  The  composition  of  the  backfill  varies 
based  on  the  soil  type  at  the  excavation  site  and  the  component  being  covered. 

Background  (visual).  That  portion  of  the  visual  landscape  lying  from  the  outer  limit  of  the 
middleground  to  infinity.  Color  and  texture  are  subdued  in  this  area,  and  visual  sensitivity 
analysis  here  is  primarily  concerned  with  the  two-dimensional  shape  of  landforms  against  the 
sky. 

Basic  Elements  (visual).  The  four  major  elements  (form,  line,  color,  and  texture)  that 
determine  how  the  character  of  a landscape  is  perceived. 

Baseline.  The  existing  conditions  against  which  impacts  of  the  proposed  action  and  its 
alternatives  can  be  compared. 

Basin.  A depressed  area  having  no  surface  outlet  (topographic  basin);  a physiographic  feature 
or  subsurface  structure  that  is  capable  of  collecting,  storing,  or  discharging  water  by  reason  of 
its  shape  and  the  characteristics  of  its  confining  material  (water);  a depression  in  the  earth’s 
surface,  the  lowest  part  often  filled  by  a lake  or  pond  (lake  basin);  a part  of  a river  or  canal 
widened  (drainage,  river,  stream  basin). 

Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs).  Vegetative  and  structural  methods  to  control  erosion 

and  sedimentation. 

Big  Game.  Large  species  of  wildlife  that  are  hunted  (such  as  elk,  mule  deer,  and  pronghorn 
antelope). 

Biological  Assessment.  Information  prepared  by  or  under  the  direction  of  the  federal  agency 
concerning  Endangered  Species  Act  proposed  or  listed  species  that  may  be  present  in  the 
action  area  and  the  evaluation  of  potential  effects  of  the  action  on  such  species  and  habitats. 
The  purpose  of  the  biological  assessment  is  to  evaluate  the  potential  effects  of  the  action  on 
listed  or  proposed  species  or  designated  or  proposed  critical  habitat,  and  determine  whether 
any  such  species  and  habitats  are  likely  to  be  affected  by  the  action.  Biological  Assessments 
are  conducted  for  federal  actions  that  involve  project  areas  and  activities  with  potential  to 
directly  or  indirectly  affect  listed  species. 
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Biological  Opinion.  A document  that  is  the  product  of  formal  consultation  on  a Biological 
Assessment,  stating  the  opinion  of  the  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service  on  whether  or  not  a 
federal  action  is  likely  to  jeopardize  the  continued  existence  of  Endangered  Species  Act-listed 
species  or  result  in  the  destruction  or  adverse  modification  of  critical  habitat. 

Butte.  A steep  hill  standing  alone  in  a plain. 

Candidate  Species.  A plant  or  animal  species  not  yet  officially  listed  as  threatened  or 
endangered  under  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  but  which  is  undergoing  status  review  by  the 
U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service. 

Clean  Air  Act  of  1990.  Federal  legislation  governing  air  pollution.  The  Clean  Air  Act  established 
National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  for  carbon  monoxide,  nitrogen  oxide,  ozone,  particulate 
matter,  sulfur  dioxide,  and  lead.  Prevention  of  Significant  Deterioration  classifications  define  the 
allowable  increased  levels  of  air  quality  deterioration  above  legally  established  levels  and 
include  the  following: 

Class  I - minimal  additional  deterioration  in  air  quality  (certain  national  parks  and  wilderness 
areas) 

Class  II  - moderate  additional  deterioration  in  air  quality  (most  lands) 

Class  III  - greater  deterioration  for  planned  maximum  growth  (industrial  areas) 

Clean  Water  Act  of  1987.  National  environmental  law  enforced  by  the  U.S.  Environmental 
Protection  Agency  that  regulates  water  pollution. 

Contrast  (visual).  The  effect  of  a striking  difference  in  form,  line,  color,  or  texture  of  the 
landscape  features  within  the  area  being  viewed. 

Cooperating  Agency.  Assists  the  lead  federal  agency  in  developing  an  environmental 
assessment  or  environmental  impact  statement.  The  Council  on  Environmental  Quality 
regulations  implementing  NEPA  define  a cooperating  agency  as  any  agency  that  has  jurisdiction 
by  law  or  special  expertise  for  proposals  covered  by  NEPA  (40  CFR  1501.6).  Any  federal,  state, 
or  local  government  jurisdiction  with  such  qualification  may  become  a cooperating  agency  by 
agreement  with  the  lead  agency. 

Council  on  Environmental  Quality  (CEQ).  An  advisory  council  to  the  President  established  by 
the  National  Environmental  Policy  Act  of  1969.  It  reviews  federal  programs  for  their  effort  on 
environmental  studies  and  advises  the  President  on  environmental  matters. 

Criteria.  Standards  on  which  a judgment  or  decision  can  be  based. 

Cubic  feet  per  second  (CFS).  Unit  of  discharge,  or  volume  rate  of  flow,  equal  to  0.0283  cubic 
meters  per  second.  As  a rate  of  streamflow,  a cubic  foot  of  water  passing  a referenced  section 
in  one  second.  A measure  of  a moving  volume  of  water. 

Cultural  Resources.  Remains  of  human  activity,  occupation,  or  endeavor  as  reflected  in 
districts,  sites,  buildings,  objects,  artifacts,  ruins,  works  of  art,  architecture,  and  natural  features 
important  in  human  events. 
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Cumulative  effect  (or  impact).  As  defined  in  the  CEQ  Regulations  at  §1508.7,  the  cumulative 
impact  is  the  impact  on  the  environment  that  results  from  the  incremental  impact  of  the  action 
when  added  to  other  past,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  actions  regardless  of 
what  agency  (federal  or  non-federal)  or  person  undertakes  such  other  actions.  These  impacts 
may  result  from  individually  minor  but  collectively  significant  actions  taking  place  over  a period 
of  time. 

dBA.  The  sound  pressure  levels  in  decibels  measured  with  a frequency  weighing  network 
corresponding  to  the  A-scale  on  a standard  sound  level  meter.  The  A-scale  tends  to  suppress 
lower  frequencies  (e.g.,  below  1,000  Hz). 

Decibel  (dB).  One-tenth  of  a Bel  is  a measure  on  a logarithmic  scale  that  indicates  the  ratio 
between  two  sound  powers.  A ratio  of  2 in  power  corresponds  to  a difference  of  3 decibels 
between  two  sounds.  The  decibel  is  the  basic  unit  of  sound  measure. 

Direct  effect.  See  effect. 

Discharge.  Outflow  of  surface  water  in  a stream  or  canal  (water).  Discharge  from  an  industrial 
facility  that  may  contain  pollutants  harmful  to  fish  or  animals  if  it  is  released  into  nearby  water 
bodies  usually  requires  a permit  issued  by  the  U.S.  Environmental  Protection  Agency  and  is 
monitored. 

Displacement.  When  one  or  more  wildlife  individual  abandons  a habitat  because  the  habitat  is 
no  longer  suitable,  and  must  seek  out  alternative  habitat,  which  may  or  may  not  be  adjacent.  If 
the  abandonment  of  habitat  is  caused  by  a disturbance,  wildlife  individuals  may  or  may  not 
return  to  the  habitat  after  the  disturbance  is  no  longer  present. 

Drainage.  The  natural  or  artificial  removal  of  surface  water  and  groundwater  from  a given  area. 
Many  agricultural  soils  need  drainage  to  improve  production  or  to  manage  water  supplies. 

Easement.  A right  afforded  to  a person,  agency,  or  organization  to  make  limited  use  of 
another’s  real  property  for  access  or  other  purposes. 

Ecology.  The  relationship  between  living  organisms  and  their  environment. 

Effect  (impact).  A modification  of  the  existing  environment  as  it  presently  exists,  caused  by  an 
action  (such  as  construction  or  operation  of  facilities).  An  effect  may  be  direct,  indirect,  or 
cumulative.  The  terms  effect  and  impact  are  synonymous  under  the  NEPA. 

A direct  effect  is  caused  by  an  action  and  occurs  at  the  same  time  and  same  place  (40  CFR 
1508.8(a)). 

An  indirect  effect  is  caused  by  the  action  later  in  time  or  farther  removed  in  distance,  but  is  still 
reasonably  foreseeable  (40  CFR  1508.8(b)).  Indirect  effects  may  include  growth-inducing 
effects  and  other  effects  related  to  induced  changes  in  the  pattern  of  land  use,  population 
density  or  growth  rate,  and  related  effects  on  air  and  water  or  other  natural  systems  including 
ecosystems. 

Emergent.  Vegetation  with  all  or  part  of  their  vegetative  and  reproductive  parts  above  the  water. 
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Emission.  Effluent  discharged  into  the  atmosphere,  usually  specified  by  mass  per  unit  time, 
and  considered  when  analyzing  air  quality. 

Endangered  Species.  Species  in  danger  of  extinction  throughout  all  or  a significant  portion  of 
its  range.  Endangered  species  are  rarely  identified  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior  in  accordance 
with  the  Endangered  Species  Act  of  1973. 

Endangered  Species  Act  (ESA)  of  1973.  Provides  a means  whereby  the  ecosystems  upon 
which  threatened  and  endangered  species  depend  may  be  conserved  and  to  provide  a program 
for  the  conservation  of  such  threatened  and  endangered  species.  The  ESA  requires  all  federal 
agencies  to  seek  to  conserve  threatened  and  endangered  species,  use  applicable  authorities  in 
furtherance  of  the  purposes  of  the  ESA,  and  avoid  jeopardizing  the  continued  existence  of  any 
species  that  is  listed  or  proposed  for  listing  as  threatened  and  endangered  or  destroying  or 
adversely  modifying  its  designated  or  proposed  critical  habitat.  The  U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  is  responsible  for  administration  of  this  act. 

Endemic.  Plants  or  animals  native  to  a particular  region  or  country. 

Environmental  Impact  Statement  (EIS).  A document  prepared  to  analyze  the  impacts  on  the 
environment  of  a proposed  action  and  released  to  the  public  for  review  and  comment.  An  EIS 
must  meet  the  requirements  of  NEPA,  CEQ,  and  the  directives  of  the  agency  responsible  for  the 
proposed  action. 

Environmental  Justice.  The  fair  treatment  and  meaningful  involvement  of  all  people  regardless 
of  race,  color,  national  origin,  or  income  with  respect  to  the  development,  implementation,  and 
enforcement  of  environmental  laws,  regulations  and  policies.  Fair  treatment  means  that  no 
group  of  people  including  racial,  ethnic,  or  socioeconomic  group  should  bear  a disproportionate 
share  of  the  negative  environmental  consequences  resulting  from  industrial,  municipal,  and 
commercial  operations  or  the  execution  of  federal,  state,  local,  and  tribal  programs  and  policies 
(see  Executive  Order  12898). 

Ephemeral  stream  (wash,  creek,  waterbody).  A stream  or  portion  of  a stream  which  flows 
briefly  in  direct  response  to  precipitation  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  and  whose  channel  is  at  all 
times  above  the  water  table. 

Erosion.  The  wearing  away  of  the  land  surface  by  running  water,  wind,  ice,  or  other  geological 
agents  and  by  such  processes  as  “gravitation  creep.” 

Evapotranspiration  (ET).  The  portion  of  precipitation  returned  to  the  air  through  evaporation 
and  transpiration  by  plants. 

Federal  Land  Policy  and  Management  Act  of  1976  (FLPMA).  Public  Law  94-579  signed  by 
the  President  on  October  21,  1976.  Established  public  land  policy  for  management  of  lands 
administered  by  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM).  FLPMA  specifies  several  key 
directions  for  the  BLM,  notably:  (1)  management  on  the  basis  of  multiple  use  and  sustained 
yield;  (2)  land  use  plans  prepared  to  guide  management  actions;  (3)  public  lands  for  the 
protection,  development,  and  enhancement  of  resources;  (4)  public  lands  retained  in  federal 
ownership;  and  (5)  public  participation  used  in  reaching  management  decisions. 
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Federal  Register.  Published  by  the  Office  of  the  Federal  Register,  National  Archives,  and 
Records  Administration,  the  Federal  Register  is  the  official  daily  publication  for  rules,  proposed 
rules,  and  notices  of  federal  agencies  and  organizations,  as  well  as  executive  orders  and  other 
presidential  documents. 

Floodplain.  The  low  and  relatively  flat  areas  adjacent  to  rivers  and  streams.  A 100-year 
floodplain  is  that  area  subject  to  a 1 percent  or  greater  chance  of  flooding  in  any  given  year. 

Folds.  A bend  in  planar  features  in  rocks  - like  an  extended  wrinkle.  A fold  is  usually  the 
product  of  geologic  deformation. 

Forage.  Vegetation  used  for  food  by  wildlife,  particularly  big  game  wildlife  and  domestic 
livestock. 

Foreground  (visual).  The  visible  area  from  a viewpoint  or  use  area  out  to  a distance  of  0.5 
mile.  The  ability  to  perceive  detail  in  a landscape  is  greatest  in  this  zone. 

Forbs.  Any  herbaceous  plant  other  than  a grass. 

Fossil.  Any  remains,  trace,  or  imprint  of  a plant  or  animal  that  has  been  preserved  by  natural 
process  in  the  earth’s  crust  since  some  past  geologic  time. 

Game  Species.  Animals  commonly  hunted  for  food  or  sport. 

Geographic  Information  System  (GIS).  A system  of  computer  hardware,  software,  data, 
people,  and  applications  that  capture,  store,  edit,  analyze,  and  graphically  display  a potentially 
wide  array  of  geospatial  information. 

Geology.  The  science  that  relates  to  the  earth,  the  rocks  of  which  it  is  composed,  and  the 
changes  that  the  earth  has  undergone  or  is  undergoing. 

Geothermal  Resource.  Heat  found  in  rocks  and  fluids  at  various  depths  within  the  earth’s  crust 
that  can  be  extracted  by  drilling  or  pumping  for  use  as  an  energy  source.  This  heat  may  be 
residual  heat,  friction  heat,  or  a result  of  radioactive  decay. 

Global  Warming.  An  increase  in  the  average  temperature  of  the  earth’s  atmosphere  and 
oceans.  The  term  is  also  used  to  describe  the  theory  that  increasing  temperatures  are  the  result 
of  a strengthening  greenhouse  effect  caused  primarily  by  manmade  increases  in  carbon  dioxide 
and  other  greenhouse  gases. 

Greenhouse  Effect  and  Greenhouse  Gases.  The  warming  of  the  earth  and  its  atmosphere 
through  the  trapping  of  heat  from  the  sun  by  gases,  known  as  greenhouse  gases,  in  the  earth’s 
atmosphere. 

Groundwater.  Subsurface  water  that  fills  available  openings  in  rock  or  soil  materials  to  the 
extent  that  they  are  considered  water  saturated. 

Habitat.  A specific  set  of  physical  conditions  in  a geographic  area(s)  that  surrounds  a single 
species,  group  of  species,  or  large  community.  In  wildlife  management,  the  major  components 
of  habitat  are  food,  water,  cover,  and  living  space. 
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Headwaters.  The  source  of  a stream  or  river. 


Hydrology.  The  study  of  the  movement,  distribution,  and  quality  of  water  throughout  the  earth, 
addresses  both  the  hydrologic  cycle  and  water  resources. 

Hydric  Soils.  Soils  that  are  saturated,  flooded,  or  ponded  long  enough  during  the  growing 
season  to  develop  anaerobic  conditions  that  favor  the  growth  and  regeneration  of  hydrophytic 
vegetation. 

Hydrographic  basin  (area,  region,  unit).  A geographic  area  drained  by  a single  major  stream 
or  an  area  consisting  of  a drainage  system  comprised  of  streams  and  often  natural  or  man- 
made lakes.  See  also  basin. 

Hydrophytic  Vegetation.  The  total  of  macrophytic  plant  life  that  occurs  in  areas  where  the 
frequency  and  duration  of  inundation  or  soil  saturation  produce  permanently  or  periodically 
saturated  soils  of  sufficient  duration  to  exert  a controlling  influence  on  the  plant  species  present. 

Impact.  See  effect. 

Indirect  effect.  See  effect. 

Infrastructure.  The  facilities,  services,  and  equipment  needed  for  a community  or  facility  to 
function,  such  as  and  including  roads,  sewers,  water  lines,  and  electric  lines. 

Intermittent.  A river  or  stream  that  flows  for  a period  of  time,  usually  seasonally  during  rainy 
periods,  and  stops  during  dry  periods.  In  arid  regions,  dry  periods  may  be  interrupted  by 
occasional  flash  floods  from  brief  but  intense  rain  storms. 

Invasive  Species.  Describes  a large  number  of  non-native  plant  species  whose  introduction 
causes  or  is  likely  to  cause  economic  or  environmental  harm  or  harm  to  human  health. 

Key  Observation  Point  (KOP).  An  observer  position  on  a travel  route  used  to  determine 
visible  area. 

Kilovolt  (kV).  A unit  of  power  equivalent  to  1,000  volts  (A  volt  is  a measure  of  electrical 
potential  difference  that  would  cause  a current  of  1 ampere  to  flow  through  a conductor  whose 
resistance  is  1 ohm). 

Kilowatt  (kW).  A unit  of  power  equivalent  to  1 ,000  watts. 

Labor  Force.  All  persons  16  years  of  age  or  over  who  are  either  employed  or  unemployed  and 
actively  looking  for  a job. 

Landform.  A term  used  to  describe  the  many  land  surfaces  that  exist  as  a result  of  geologic 
activity  and  weathering  (e.g.,  plateaus,  mountains,  plains,  and  valleys). 

Land  Use  Plan.  The  organized  direction  or  management  of  the  use  of  lands  and  their 
resources  to  best  meet  human  needs  over  time,  according  to  the  land’s  capabilities. 

Lease.  An  authorization  or  contract  by  which  one  party  (lessor)  conveys  the  use  of  property  to 
another  (lessee)  in  return  for  rental  payments.  In  cases  of  resource  production,  lessees  pay 
royalties  to  the  lessor  in  addition  to  rental  payments. 
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Lithic.  Pertaining  to  stone  or  a stone  tool  (for  example,  lithic  artifact). 

Megawatt  (MW).  A unit  for  measuring  power  equal  to  one  million  watts.  The  productive  capacity 
of  electrical  generators  is  measured  in  megawatts. 

Mesa.  An  isolated,  nearly  level  land  mass,  formed  on  nearly  horizontal  rocks,  standing  above 
the  surrounding  country  and  bounded  with  steep  sides. 

Mesic.  Moist  habitats  associated  with  springs,  seeps,  and  riparian  areas. 

Minimal  (impact).  Unless  otherwise  specified  “minimal”  shall  mean  non-deleterious  impacts 
that  are  measureable  in  the  short  term,  but  not  significant. 

Mitigation.  Actions  to  avoid,  minimize,  reduce,  eliminate,  replace,  or  rectify  the  impact  of  a 
management  practice. 

National  Ambient  Air  Quality  Standards  (NAAQS).  The  allowable  concentrations  of  air 
pollutants  in  the  air  specified  by  the  federal  government  and  established  by  the  Clean  Air  Act. 
The  air  quality  standards  are  divided  into  primary  standards  (based  on  the  air  quality  criteria  and 
allowing  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  and  requisite  to  protect  the  public  health)  and  secondary 
standards  (based  on  the  air  quality  criteria  and  allowing  an  adequate  margin  of  safety  and 
requisite  to  protect  the  public  welfare)  from  any  unknown  or  expected  adverse  effects  of  air 
pollutants. 

National  Environmental  Policy  Act  (NEPA)  of  1969.  Our  nation’s  basic  charter  for  protection 
of  the  environment.  It  establishes  policy,  sets  goals,  and  provides  means  for  carrying  out  the 
policy.  In  accordance  with  NEPA,  all  federal  agencies  must  prepare  a written  statement  on  the 
environmental  impacts  of  a proposed  action.  The  provisions  to  ensure  that  federal  agencies  act 
according  to  the  letter  and  spirit  of  NEPA  are  the  CEO  regulations  for  implementing  NEPA  943 
CFR  1500-1508). 

National  Register  of  Historic  Places.  A listing,  maintained  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior,  of 
districts,  sites,  buildings,  structures,  and  objects  worthy  of  preservation.  To  be  eligible  a property 
must  normally  be  at  least  50  years  old,  unless  it  has  exceptional  significance,  and  have  national, 
state,  or  local  significance  in  American  history,  architecture,  archaeology,  engineering,  or 
culture;  and  possess  integrity  of  location,  design,  setting,  material,  workmanship,  feeling,  and 
association;  and  (a)  be  associated  with  events  that  have  made  a significant  contribution  to  the 
broad  pattern  of  history,  (b)  be  associated  with  the  lives  of  persons  significant  to  our  past,  (c) 
embody  the  distinctive  characteristics  of  a type,  period,  or  method  of  construction;  represent  the 
work  of  a master;  possess  high  artistic  values;  or  represent  a significant  and  distinguishable 
entity  whose  components  may  lack  individual  distinction;  or  (d)  have  yielded,  or  may  be  likely  to 
yield,  information  important  to  prehistory  or  history. 

Negligible  (impact).  Unless  otherwise  specified,  “negligible”  shall  mean  impacts  of  such  a 
small  scale  such  as  to  be  non-measureable. 

Non-attainment  area.  An  air  quality  control  region  (or  portion  thereof)  in  which  the  U.S. 
Environmental  Protection  Agency  has  determined  that  ambient  air  concentrations  exceed 
national  ambient  air  quality  standards  for  one  or  more  criteria  pollutants. 
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Noxious  Weed.  Nonnative  plant  species  that  negatively  impact  crops,  native  plant 
communities,  and/or  management  of  natural  or  agricultural  systems.  Noxious  weeds  are 
officially  designated  by  a number  of  states  (including  Nevada  and  Utah)  and  federal  agencies. 

Ohm.  A unit  of  electrical  resistance  equal  to  that  of  a conductor  in  which  a current  of  one 
ampere  is  produced  by  a potential  of  one  volt  across  its  terminals. 

Perennial  (ecology).  A plant  whose  root  remains  alive  more  than  two  years. 

Perennial  Stream.  A stream  that  flows  throughout  the  year  and  from  source  to  mouth. 

Permeability.  The  capacity  of  porous  rock,  sediment,  or  soil  to  transmit  a fluid. 

pH.  The  negative  log10  of  the  hydrogen  ion  activity  in  solution;  measure  of  acidity  or  alkalinity  of 
a solution. 

PM2.5.  Particulate  matter  less  than  2.5  microns  in  aerodynamic  diameter. 

PM10.  Particulate  matter  less  than  10  microns  in  aerodynamic  diameter. 

Prime  Farmland.  A special  category  of  highly  productive  cropland  that  is  recognized  and 
described  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Agriculture’s  Soil  Conservation  Service  and  receives 
special  protection  under  the  Surface  Mining  Law  of  1977. 

Project  Area.  The  area  of  land  which  the  project  would  encompass. 

Public  Land.  Land  or  interest  in  land  owned  by  the  United  States  and  administered  through 
agencies  such  as  the  BLM  and  FS  without  regard  to  how  the  United  States  acquired  ownership, 
except  lands  on  the  Outer  Continental  Shelf,  and  land  held  in  trust  for  the  benefit  of  American 
Indians,  Aleuts,  and  Eskimos. 

Range.  A large,  open  area  of  land  over  which  livestock  can  wander  and  graze. 

Raptor.  A bird  of  prey  (e.g.,  eagles,  hawks,  falcons,  and  owls). 

Reclamation.  Restoration  of  land  disturbed  by  natural  or  human  activity  (e.g.,  mining,  pipeline 
construction)  to  original  contour,  use,  or  condition.  Also  describes  the  return  of  land  to 
alternative  uses  that  may,  under  certain  circumstance,  be  different  from  those  prior  to 
disturbance. 

Recontouring.  Return  a land  surface  to  or  near  to  its  original  form  through  earth-moving 
equipment  such  as  front-end  loaders,  backhoes,  hand  rakes,  hoes,  shovels,  etc. 

Record  of  Decision.  A document  separate  from,  but  associated  with  an  EIS  that  publicly  and 
officially  discloses  the  responsible  official’s  decision  on  a proposed  action. 

Reservation.  Land  set  aside  to  achieve  a particular  land  use  or  conservation  objective.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  document,  reservation  refers  to  those  lands  managed  by  an  American  Indian 
tribe  under  the  U.S.  Department  of  the  Interior’s  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs.  The  reservation  land  is 
federal  territory  held  in  trust  for  tribes.  The  American  Indian  tribes  have  national  sovereignty. 
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Revegetation.  The  reestablishment  and  development  of  self-sustaining  plant  cover.  On 
disturbed  sites,  this  normally  requires  human  assistance  such  as  reseeding. 

Right-of-way.  Land  authorized  to  be  used  or  occupied  for  the  construction,  operation, 
maintenance,  and  termination  of  a project,  such  as  a road  or  utility. 

Riparian.  Situated  on  or  pertaining  to  the  bank  of  a river,  stream,  or  other  body  of  water. 
Riparian  is  normally  used  to  refer  to  plants  of  all  types  that  grow  along  streams,  rivers,  or  at 
spring  and  seep  sites. 

Resource  Management  Plan.  Document  that  establishes  direction  for  the  use  of  resources  to 
best  meet  the  needs  of  humans  over  time,  according  to  the  resource  potential  or  capability. 

Scoping.  Procedures  by  which  agencies  determine  the  extent  of  analysis  necessary  for  a 
proposed  action  (i.e.,  the  range  of  actions,  alternatives,  and  impacts  to  be  addressed; 
identification  of  significant  issues  related  to  a proposed  action;  and  the  depth  of  environmental 
analysis,  data,  and  task  assignments  needed). 

Sediment.  Solid  fragmental  material,  either  mineral  or  organic,  that  is  transported  or  deposited 
by  air,  water,  gravity,  or  ice. 

Sedimentation.  The  result  when  soil  or  mineral  is  transported  by  moving  water,  wind,  gravity,  or 
glaciers  and  deposited  in  streams  or  other  bodies  of  water,  or  on  land.  Also,  letting  solids  settle 
out  of  wastewater  by  gravity  during  treatment. 

Sediment  Load.  The  amount  of  sediment  (sand,  silt,  and  fine  particles)  carried  by  a stream  or 
river. 

Sensitive  Receptor.  In  terms  of  noise,  people  or  animals  that  might  hear  a noise  or  be 
sensitive  to  increased  noise  levels  within  their  range  of  hearing.  In  terms  of  air  quality,  people 
or  animals  that  might  be  impacted  by  dust  or  particulate  matter  within  two  miles  of  construction 
activities. 

Sensitive  Species.  Those  plant  or  animal  species  that  are  susceptible  or  vulnerable  to  activity 
impacts  or  habitat  alterations. 

Significant  (impact).  As  used  in  NEPA,  requires  consideration  of  both  context  and  intensity. 
Context  means  that  the  significance  of  an  action  must  be  analyzed  in  several  contexts  such  as 
society  as  a whole,  and  the  affected  region,  interests,  and  locality.  Intensity  refers  to  the 
severity  of  impacts  (40  CFR  1508.27). 

Special  Status  Species.  Wildlife  and  plant  species  either  federally  listed  or  proposed  for  listing 
as  endangered  or  threatened;  state-listed;  or  priority  species  of  concern  to  federal  agencies  or 
tribes. 

Substation.  A facility  where  electrical  voltage  is  either  increased  or  decreased  through  the  use 
of  transformers;  electric  lines  are  interconnected  at  one  or  more  voltage;  and  electric  power  is 
metered  and  regulated  to  provide  safe  and  stable  voltage  for  end-use  customers. 
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Take.  A prohibited  action  under  federal  law,  except  where  authorized  (i.e.,  incidental  take).  To 
harass,  harm,  pursue,  hunt,  wound,  kill,  trap,  capture,  or  collect  a federally  listed  threatened  or 
endangered  species,  or  to  attempt  to  do  so.  Take  may  include  disturbance  of  the  listed  species, 
nest,  or  habitat,  when  disturbance  is  extensive  enough  to  disrupt  normal  behavior  patterns  for 
the  species,  although  the  affected  individuals  may  not  actually  die. 

Traditional  Cultural  Property.  A Traditional  Cultural  Property  (TCP),  as  defined  in  the  NHPA, 
is  a property  that  is  eligible  for  inclusion  on  the  NRHP  “because  of  its  association  with  cultural 
practices  or  beliefs  of  a living  community  that  (a)  are  rooted  in  that  community’s  history,  and  (b) 
are  important  in  maintaining  the  continuing  cultural  identity  of  the  community  (Parker  and  King 
1994).”  Stated  another  way,  a significant  TCP  is  defined  as  a property  with  “significance  derived 
from  the  role  the  property  plays  in  a community’s  historically  rooted  beliefs,  customs,  and 
practices  (Parker  and  King  1994).” 

Transition  Zone.  The  area  between  two  discrete  environmental  areas,  and  thus  containing 
elements  of  each.  For  example,  the  transition  zone  between  an  upland  pinyon  forest  and  a 
lowland  desert  scrub  environment. 

Threatened  Species.  Any  species  of  plant  or  animal  which  is  likely  to  become  endangered 
within  the  foreseeable  future  throughout  all  or  a significant  portion  of  its  range. 

Tribe.  See  American  Indian  tribe. 

Undertaking.  A project,  activity,  or  program  funded  in  whole  or  in  part  under  the  direct  or 
indirect  jurisdiction  of  a federal  agency,  including  those  carried  out  by  or  on  behalf  of  a federal 
agency;  those  carried  out  with  federal  financial  assistance;  those  requiring  a federal  permit, 
license,  or  approval;  and  those  subject  to  state  or  local  regulation  administered  pursuant  to  a 
delegation  or  approval  of  a federal  agency. 

Universal  Transverse  Mercator  (UTM)  system.  The  UTM  coordinate  system  is  a 2- 
dimensional  Cartesian  grid-based  method  of  specifying  locations  on  the  surface  of  the  Earth. 
The  system  instead  employs  a series  of  sixty  zones,  each  of  which  is  based  on  a specifically 
defined  secant  transverse  Mercator  projection. 

Ungulate.  A hoofed  mammal. 

Vegetation  communities.  Species  of  plants  that  commonly  live  together  in  the  same  region  or 
ecotone. 

View-shed.  Visible  portion  of  the  specific  landscape  seen  from  a specific  viewpoint,  normally 
limited  by  landform,  vegetation,  distance,  and  existing  cultural  modifications. 

Visibility.  The  distance  to  which  an  observer  can  distinguish  objects  from  their  background.  The 
determinants  of  visibility  include  the  characteristics  of  the  target  object  (shape,  size,  color, 
pattern),  the  angle  and  intensity  of  sunlight,  the  observer’s  eyesight,  and  any  screening  present 
between  the  viewer  and  the  object  (i.e.,  vegetation,  landform,  even  pollution  such  as  regional 
haze). 

Visual  Resource  Management  Classes.  Categories  assigned  to  public  lands  based  on  scenic 
quality,  sensitivity  level,  and  distance  zones.  There  are  four  classes,  each  of  which  has  an 
objective  that  prescribes  the  amount  of  change  allowed  in  the  characteristic  landscape. 
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Waters  of  the  United  States.  All  waters  that  are  currently  used,  were  used  in  the  past,  or  may 
be  susceptible  to  use  in  interstate  or  foreign  commerce  including  adjacent  wetlands  and 
tributaries  to  water  of  the  United  States;  and  all  waters  by  which  the  use,  degradation,  or 
destruction  of  which  would  affect  or  could  affect  interstate  or  foreign  commerce. 

Watershed.  Drainage  basin  for  which  surface  water  flows  to  a single  point. 

Wetlands.  Areas  inundated  by  surface  water  or  groundwater  with  a frequency  sufficient  to 
support  vegetation  or  aquatic  life  that  requires  saturated  or  seasonally  saturated  soil  conditions 
for  growth  and  reproduction. 

Wetland  Values.  Based  on  societal  properties  by  which  wetlands  are  determined  to  be  useful, 
or  impart  public  good. 

Wilderness.  An  area  formally  designated  by  Congress  as  part  of  the  National  Wilderness 
Preservation  System. 

Wilderness  Study  Area.  A roadless  area  of  5,000  acres  or  more,  or  a roadless  island,  that  has 
been  inventoried  and  found  to  possess  wilderness  characteristics  as  described  in  Section  2(c) 
of  the  Wilderness  Act  of  1 964. 

8 6 Explanation  of  Impacts 

Negligible  - A change  in  current  conditions  that  is  too  small  to  be  physically  measured  using 
normal  methods  or  perceptible  to  a trained  human  observer.  There  is  no  noticeable  effect  on 
the  natural  or  baseline  setting.  There  are  no  required  changes  in  management  or  utilization  of 
the  resource. 

Minor  - A change  in  current  conditions  that  is  just  measurable  with  normal  methods  or  barely 
perceptible  to  a trained  human  observer.  The  change  may  affect  individuals  of  a population  or  a 
small  (<10  percent)  portion  of  a resource  but  does  not  result  in  a modification  in  the  overall 
population,  or  the  value  or  productivity  of  the  resource.  There  are  no  required  changes  in 
management  or  utilization  of  the  resource. 

Moderate  - An  easily  measurable  change  in  current  conditions  that  is  readily  noticeable  to  a 
trained  human  observer.  The  change  affects  25  to  75  percent  of  individuals  of  a population  or 
similar  portion  of  a resource  which  may  lead  to  modification  or  loss  in  viability  in  the  overall 
population,  or  the  value  or  productivity  of  the  resource.  There  are  some  required  changes  in 
management  or  utilization  of  the  resource. 

Major  - Significant.  A large  measurable  change  in  current  conditions  that  is  easily  recognized 
by  all  human  observers.  The  change  affects  more  than  75  percent  of  individuals  of  a population 
or  similar  portion  of  a resource  which  leads  to  significant  modification  in  the  overall  population, 
or  the  value  or  productivity  of  the  resource.  There  are  profound  or  complete  changes  in 
management  or  utilization  of  the  resource.  An  impact  that  is  not  in  compliance  with  applicable 
regulatory  standards  or  thresholds. 
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Appendix  1A 
Nevada  RETAAC 
Renewable  Energy  Zones  and 
Proposed  Interconnections 
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BLM’s  Best  Management  Practices 


This  appendix  describes  a number  of  Best  Management  Practices  (BMPs)  intended  to  reduce 
the  potential  for  short-  and  long-term  impacts  to  identified  resources.  These  BMPs  would  be 
implemented  by  NV  Energy,  its  agents,  and  contractors  during  construction  and  operation  of  the 
ON  Line  Project  and  would  be  incorporated  into  all  construction  specifications  and  contract 
documents,  as  appropriate.  All  construction  personnel  would  be  required  to  follow  them.  These 
BMPs  are  considered  by  BLM  to  be  added  to  the  Proposed  Action  and  Action  Alternative 
evaluated  in  the  ON  Line  Project  FEIS  for  the  purposes  of  environmental  impact  analysis. 

Air  Quality 

1.  Project  activities  would  be  in  compliance  with  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  laws 
and  regulations  concerning  prevention  and  control  of  air  pollution  during  construction 
and  operation. 

2.  NV  Energy  and/or  the  construction  contractor  would  obtain  necessary  air  quality  (i.e., 
fugitive  dust  control)  permits  before  starting  construction  or  operating  equipment  that 
would  result  in  regulated  atmospheric  or  fugitive  dust  emissions. 

3.  Project  personnel  would  be  required  to  implement  measures  to  minimize  fugitive  dust 
emissions  from  construction  activities.  To  accomplish  this,  the  following  measures  would 
be  implemented: 

• For  the  duration  of  construction  activities,  actively  disturbed  areas  would  be 
stabilized  through  the  use  of  water  or  BLM  approved  chemical  dust  suppressants  as 
required  to  meet  dust  control  plans  and  permits  issued  by  state  and  local  regulators. 
Disturbed  areas,  including  soil  storage  piles,  would  be  maintained  and  stabilized  as 
appropriate  to  minimize  fugitive  dust  emissions.  Active  stabilization  may  not  be 
required  if  local  conditions  (i.e.,  soil  moisture,  natural  crusting,  low  winds)  are 
adequately  maintaining  ambient  air  impacts  within  parameters  of  the  dust  control 
permit  and  plan. 

• Bulk  soil  material  stored  onsite  that  is  a possible  fugitive  dust  source  would  be 
actively  wetted,  compacted,  contoured,  protected  by  wind  breaks,  controlled  with 
BLM  approved  chemical  suppressants  or  a combination  of  these  practices  as 
needed,  to  minimize  ambient  impacts. 

• Fugitive  dust  emissions  would  be  minimized  by  enforcing  construction  vehicle  speed 
limits  on  dirt/gravel  roads  and  a combination  of  active  and  passive  dust  suppression 
measures,  including: 

Unpaved  roads  and  yards  onsite  (substations)  and  within  the  authorized  ROWs 
would  be  watered  as  necessary  when  being  used.  If  dust  suppressants  other 
than  water  were  to  be  proposed  by  the  construction  contractor,  it  would  require 
prior  approval  by  the  BLM  and  possible  NEPA  analysis. 
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Combustion  emissions  from  mobile  sources  would  be  minimized  by  proper 
maintenance  and  tune-up  of  equipment. 

Landscape  Preservation  and  Impact  Avoidance 

1.  To  the  maximum  extent  practical,  all  trees,  native  shrubs,  and  other  vegetation  would  be 
avoided  or  protected  during  construction  activities  except  where  safety  clearances  are 
required  for  structures  and  equipment,  approved  construction  and  permanent  roads, 
construction  yards  and  staging  areas,  and  excavation  operations. 

2.  All  areas  around  transmission  line  structures  would  be  backfilled,  recontoured,  and 
returned  as  close  as  possible  to  the  original  condition  and  grade. 

3.  Wherever  possible  stream  channels,  steep  slopes,  or  sensitive  environmental  areas 
would  not  be  used  for  equipment  or  materials  storage  or  stockpiling;  construction  staging 
or  maintenance,  field  offices,  hazardous  material  or  fuel  storage,  solid  waste,  handling, 
or  temporary  access  roads. 

4.  Excavated  or  graded  materials  would  not  be  stockpiled  or  deposited  on  or  within  100 
feet  of  any  steep  slopes,  where  defined,  or  seasonally  active  ephemeral  drainages. 

5.  The  width  of  construction  and  new  temporary  access  roads  would  be  kept  to  the 
absolute  minimum  needed  for  operation,  avoiding  sensitive  areas  and  trees  where 
possible,  and  limiting  disturbance  to  vegetation. 

6.  When  and  where  applicable,  landscaping  standards,  including  clearing  of  native 
vegetation,  would  be  followed  as  prescribed  by  local  land  use  and  management 
agencies  when  work  is  within  their  jurisdictions.  The  BLM  Authorized  Officer  would 
specify  required  special  handling  and  recovery  techniques  for  yucca  and  some  cactus  in 
the  southern  part  of  the  project  on  a site-specific  basis. 

7.  ON  Line  Project  facilities  within  the  authorized  rights-of-way  would  be  managed  for  safe 
and  reliable  operation  while  maintaining  vegetation  and  wildlife  habitat  to  the  maximum 
extent  feasible. 

Erosion  and  Sediment  Control 

1.  Planting  of  native  grasses,  forbs,  trees,  or  shrubs  beneficial  to  wildlife,  or  placing  of 
riprap  and  other  materials  as  appropriate,  would  be  used  to  prevent  and  minimize  the 
potential  for  erosion  and  siltation  during  construction  of  project  facilities  and  during  the 
period  needed  to  reestablish  permanent  vegetative  cover  on  disturbed  sites.  Sediment 
fences  would  be  used  where  appropriate  to  limit  wind  and  water  erosion,  and  application 
of  water  or  chemical  suppressants,  as  approved  by  BLM,  would  be  used  in  disturbed 
areas  during  construction  to  limit  wind  erosion. 

2.  Final  erosion  control  and  site  restoration  measures  would  be  initiated  as  soon  as 
practical  after  a particular  area  is  no  longer  needed  for  construction,  stockpiling,  or 
access.  Clearing  schedules  would  be  arranged  to  minimize  exposure  of  soils. 

3.  Cuts  and  fills  for  access  roads  and  work  areas  would  be  sloped  to  prevent  erosion  and 
to  facilitate  revegetation. 
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4.  Where  appropriate  (i.e.,  adjacent  to  sensitive  areas  or  resources),  signs  would  be  placed 
along  access  roads  to  discourage  off-road  vehicle  use  and  project  personnel  from 
driving  into  unauthorized  adjacent  areas. 

5.  Borrow  areas  would  be  contoured  and  shaped  during  rehabilitation  to  carry  the  natural 
contour  of  adjacent  undisturbed  terrain  into  the  borrow  area. 

6.  Soil  or  rock  stockpiles,  excavated  materials,  or  excess  soil  materials  would  not  be  placed 
near  sensitive  habitats,  including  perennial,  intermittent,  and  ephemeral  drainage 
channels,  where  they  may  erode  into  these  habitats  or  be  washed  away  by  high  water  or 
storm  runoff.  Long-term  soil  stockpiles  would  be  revegetated  to  prevent  wind  and  water 
erosion. 

7.  Treading  on  areas  not  immediately  involved  in  project  construction  activities  would  be 
avoided  to  reduce  potential  wind  erosion  and  fugitive  dust  generated  during  construction. 

8.  When  excessive  soil  moisture  conditions  are  present  in  a construction  area,  construction 
activities  would  be  relocated  or  diverted  to  drier  areas  to  avoid  excessive  surface  rutting 
in  those  areas.  If  wet  areas  cannot  be  avoided  weight  dispersing  systems  (i.e.,  wide- 
track  or  balloon  tires)  or  materials  to  minimize  damage  (i.e.,  geotextile  cushions,  pre- 
fabricated pads,  etc.)  to  the  substrate  would  be  utilized. 

Transmission  Line  ROW 

1.  Where  existing  soil  and  terrain  conditions  allow,  the  upper  12  to  18  inches  of  soil  would 
be  removed  from  structure  foundation  excavation  areas  and  stockpiled  for  later  use  in 
site  restoration. 

2.  Surface  elevations  would  be  returned  to  approximate  pre-project  conditions  as 
practicable. 

3.  Where  roads  that  service  transmission  facilities  cross  fences,  a wire  gate  would  be 
installed  to  standard  BLM  specifications.  The  gates  would  be  built  prior  to  the 
construction  activities  and  would  be  kept  closed  except  during  active  construction  at  the 
fence  site. 

4.  If  construction  activities  cause  damage  to  existing  range  improvements  (such  as 
pipelines,  fences,  troughs,  etc.),  they  would  be  fixed  using  material  that  meets  or 
exceeds  the  quality  of  the  existing  improvement.  If  damage  occurs,  the  BLM  and 
livestock  operator  would  be  notified  immediately.  If  damage  occurs  during  active 
livestock  grazing,  repairs  would  be  made  within  24  hours. 

5.  To  promote  public  safety  in  proximity  to  transmission  line  facilities  within  areas  of 
frequent  visitation  by  the  public,  fence  panels  would  be  installed  at  the  base  of  guy  wires 
on  transmission  line  structures,  and  the  first  10  feet  of  guy  wires  would  be  marked  with 
safety  reflectors,  high-visibility  tape  or  plastic,  or  a similar  material  to  make  them  highly 
visible  to  the  public. 
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Biological  Resources 

1.  The  ON  Line  Project  would  adhere  to  an  integrated  pest  management  plan  prepared  for 
the  project  and  submitted  as  part  of  the  overall  Construction,  Operations,  and 
Maintenance  Plan  (COM  Plan). 

2.  Current  guidelines  and  methodologies  (Avian  Power  Line  Interaction  Committee  2006) 
would  be  used  in  the  design  of  the  proposed  transmission  facilities  to  minimize  raptor 
and  other  bird  electrocution  and  collision  potential. 

3.  Facility  design  would  avoid  line-of-sight  views  between  the  transmission  line  structures 
and  greater  sage-grouse  leks,  whenever  feasible. 

Cultural  Resources 

Specific  cultural  resource  inventory  and  protection  measures  to  be  employed  for  the  ON  Line 

Project  are  outlined  in  the  project-specific  Cultural  Resources  Programmatic  Agreement  (See 

Appendix  3E).  The  Programmatic  Agreement  is  on  file  at  the  BLM’s  Ely  and  Southern  Nevada 

District  Offices,  and  the  Nevada  State  Historic  Preservation  Office. 

The  general  guidance  for  Treatment  of  Historic  Properties  from  Section  C of  the  Programmatic 

Agreement  is  as  follows: 

1.  In  avoiding  or  mitigating  effects  for  other  types  of  properties,  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office, 
in  consultation  with  SHPO  and  in  coordination  with  identified  interested  persons,  shall 
determine  the  nature  of  effects  to  historic  properties  identified  in  the  APE  if  the  ON  Line 
Project  is  approved  by  the  BLM.  All  treatment  shall  be  done  in  a manner  consistent  with 
the  Nevada  BLM/SHPO  Protocol. 

2.  The  BLM  Ely  District  Office,  to  the  extent  practicable,  and  in  consultation  with  the  SHPO, 
shall  ensure  that  NV  Energy  avoids  effects  to  historic  properties  through  project  design, 
or  redesign,  relocation  of  facilities,  or  by  other  means. 

3.  When  avoidance  is  not  feasible,  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office,  in  consultation  with  SHPO 
and  in  coordination  with  NV  Energy  and  interested  persons,  shall  develop,  or  ensure  that 
NV  Energy  develops,  an  appropriate  treatment  plan  designed  to  lessen  or  mitigate 
project-related  effects  to  historic  properties.  For  properties  eligible  under  criteria  (a) 
through  (c)  (36  CFR  60.4),  mitigation,  other  than  data  recovery  may  be  considered  in  the 
treatment  plan  (e.g.,  HABS/HAER  recordation,  oral  history,  historic  markers,  exhibits, 
interpretive  brochures  or  publications,  etc.).  Where  appropriate,  treatment  plans  shall 
include  provisions  (content  and  number  of  copies)  for  a publication  for  the  general 
public. 

4.  When  data  recovery  is  required  as  a condition  of  approval,  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office,  in 
consultation  with  SHPO,  shall  develop,  or  ensure  that  NV  Energy  develops  treatment 
plans  that  are  consistent  with  the  Secretary  of  the  Interior's  Standards  and  Guidelines  for 
Archaeology  and  Historic  Preservation  (48  FR  447  16-37)  and  Treatment  of  Historic 
Properties:  A Handbook  (Advisory  Council  1980). 

5.  The  BLM  Ely  District  Office  shall  ensure  that  all  records  and  materials  resulting  from 
identification  and  treatment  efforts  are  curated  in  accordance  with  36  CFR  79  in  BLM- 
approved  facilities.  All  materials  slated  for  curation  will  be  maintained  in  accordance  with 


Appendix  2A  - BMPs 
ON  Line  Project  Final  EIS 


4 


36  CFR  79  until  the  relevant  final  treatment  report  is  complete  and  collections  are 
curated  or  returned  to  their  owners.  The  BLM  and  NV  Energy  shall  encourage  private 
owners  to  donate  collections  obtained  from  their  lands  to  an  appropriate  curation  facility. 

6.  The  BLM  Ely  District  Office  shall  consult  with  appropriate  tribes  per  BLM  Manual  8120-1 
and  SHPO  to  develop  treatment  options  for  Traditional  Cultural  Properties  or  properties 
considered  to  be  of  traditional  religious  and  cultural  importance  in  areas  that  would  be 
directly  or  indirectly  affected  by  the  ON  Line  Project. 

7.  The  BLM  Ely  District  Office  shall  ensure  that  all  final  reports  resulting  from  treatment  will 
be  provided  to  the  SHPO,  and  made  available  to  Indian  Tribes,  and  other  interested 
persons,  as  appropriate.  All  such  reports  shall  be  consistent  with  contemporary 
professional  standards  and  the  Department  of  Interior's  Formal  Standards  for  Final 
Reports  of  Data  Recovery  Programs  (42  FR  5 3 77-79). 

Paleontological  Resources 

1.  If  paleontological  resources  are  discovered  during  construction,  the  BLM  would  be 
notified  immediately  and  measures  taken  to  protect  the  resource.  An  appropriately  sized 
buffer  zone  would  be  demarcated  around  any  discovery  and  construction  would  not 
resume  within  this  buffer  zone  until  authorization  is  given  by  an  authorized  officer.  The 
significance  of  the  resource  would  be  evaluated  and  whether  or  not  avoidance  was 
possible.  Stabilization  and  measures  to  mitigate  construction  damage  might  also  be 
required  even  if  avoidance  was  possible.  Should  avoidance  prove  infeasible,  further 
procedures  to  protect  the  resource  would  be  determined  by  the  BLM. 

Noxious  and  Non-native,  Invasive  Weed  Management 

1.  A noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weed  survey  would  be  completed  prior  to  any  earth 
disturbing  activity  including  cross-country  travel.  Noxious  or  non-native,  invasive  weeds 
that  may  be  located  on  the  site  would  be  managed  according  to  methods  tiered  to  the 
BLM’s  Ely  and  Southern  Nevada  District  Offices’  Weed  Management  Plans.  Should 
chemical  methods  be  approved,  the  lessee  must  submit  a Pesticide  Use  Proposal  to  the 
Authorized  Officer  60  days  prior  to  the  planned  application  date.  A Pesticide  Application 
Report  must  be  submitted  to  the  Authorized  Officer  by  the  end  of  each  fiscal  year 
following  chemical  application. 

2.  To  eliminate  the  introduction  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weed  seeds,  roots,  or 
rhizomes;  all  straw,  hay,  straw/hay,  or  other  organic  products  used  for  reclamation  or 
stabilization  activities  would  be  certified  free  of  plant  species  listed  on  the  Nevada 
noxious  weed  list  or  specifically  identified  by  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office. 

3.  To  eliminate  the  introduction  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weed  seeds,  roots,  or 
rhizomes;  all  source  sites  such  as  borrow  pits,  fill  sources,  or  gravel  pits  used  to  supply 
inorganic  materials  used  for  construction,  maintenance,  or  reclamation  would  be 
inspected  and  found  to  be  free  of  plant  species  listed  on  the  Nevada  noxious  weed  list  or 
specifically  identified  by  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office.  Inspections  would  be  conducted  by 
a BLM-approved  weed  scientist  or  qualified  biologist. 

4.  To  eliminate  the  transport  of  vehicle-borne  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weed 
seeds,  roots,  or  rhizomes,  all  vehicles  and  heavy  equipment  used  for  the  completion, 
maintenance,  inspection,  or  monitoring  of  ground  disturbing  activities  would  be  cleaned 
of  soil  and  debris  capable  of  transporting  weed  propagules  prior  to  entering  or  leaving 
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the  work  site  or  project  area  in  a manner  acceptable  to  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office  Weed 
Coordinator  or  designated  contact  person. 

5.  Prior  to  entry  of  vehicles  and  equipment  to  a project  area,  areas  of  concern  would  be 
identified,  flagged,  and  recorded  in  the  field  by  a weed  scientist  or  qualified  biologist  in  a 
manner  acceptable  to  the  BLM  Ely  District  Office  Weed  Coordinator  or  designated 
contact  person. 

6.  Prior  to  construction  commencement,  NV  Energy  would  ensure  that  all  contractors, 
operators,  or  permit  holders  would  receive  information  and  training  regarding  noxious 
and  non-native,  invasive  weed  management  and  identification  to  all  personnel  who 
would  be  affiliated  with  the  implementation  and  maintenance  phases  of  the  project.  The 
importance  of  preventing  the  spread  of  weeds  to  uninfested  areas  and  the  importance  of 
controlling  existing  populations  of  weeds  would  be  explained. 

7.  To  eliminate  the  transport  of  soil-borne  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weed  seeds, 
roots,  or  rhizomes,  infested  soils  or  materials  would  not  be  moved  and  redistributed  on 
weed-free  or  relatively  weed-free  areas.  In  areas  where  infestations  are  identified  or 
noted  and  infested  soils,  rock,  or  overburden  must  be  moved,  these  materials  would  be 
salvaged  and  stockpiled  adjacent  to  the  area  from  which  they  were  stripped.  Appropriate 
measures  would  be  taken  to  minimize  wind  and  water  erosion  of  these  stockpiles. 
During  reclamation,  the  materials  would  be  returned  to  the  area  from  which  they  were 
stripped. 

8.  Prior  to  project  approval,  a site-specific  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weed  survey 
would  occur  and  a weed  risk  assessment  would  be  completed  and  included  as  part  of 
the  COM  Plan.  Monitoring  would  be  conducted  for  a period  no  shorter  than  the  life  of  the 
permit  or  until  bond  release  and  monitoring  reports  would  be  provided  to  the  BLM.  If  the 
spread  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  is  noted  on  project  areas, 
appropriated  weed  control  procedures  would  be  determined  in  consultation  with  BLM 
personnel  and  would  be  in  compliance  with  the  appropriate  BLM  Handbook  sections  and 
applicable  laws  and  regulations.  All  weed  control  efforts  on  BLM-administered  lands 
would  be  in  compliance  with  BLM  Handbook  H-9011,  H-9011-1  Chemical  Pest  Control, 
H-9014  Use  of  Biological  Control  Agents  of  Pests  on  Public  Lands,  and  H-9015 
Integrated  Pest  Management.  A pesticide  Application  Report  must  be  submitted  to  the 
Authorized  Officer  by  the  end  of  the  fiscal  year  following  any  chemical  application. 

9.  Removal  and  disturbance  of  vegetation  would  be  kept  to  a minimum  through 
construction  site  management  (e.g.  using  previously  disturbed  areas  and  existing 
easements,  limiting  equipment/materials  storage  and  staging  area  sites,  etc.). 

10.  Mixing  of  herbicides  and  rinsing  of  herbicide  containers  and  spray  equipment  would  be 
conducted  only  in  areas  that  are  safe  distance  from  environmentally  sensitive  areas  and 
points  of  entry  to  bodies  of  water  (storm  drains,  irrigation  ditches,  streams,  lakes,  or 
wells). 

11.  Methods  used  to  accomplish  weed  and  insect  control  objectives  would  consider 
seasonal  distribution  of  large  wildlife  species. 

12.  When  managing  weeds  in  areas  of  special  status  species,  impacts  of  the  treatment  on 
such  species  would  be  carefully  considered.  Wherever  possible,  hand  spraying  of 
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herbicides  would  be  the  preferred  method  in  compliance  with  an  approved  Integrated 
Weed  Management  Plan  and  associated  environmental  impact  analyses. 

Reclamation 

1.  Reclamation  would  normally  be  accomplished  with  native  species,  if  available.  These 
would  be  representative  of  the  indigenous  species  present  in  the  adjacent  habitat. 
Rationale  for  potential  planting  with  selected  non-natives  would  be  documented. 
Possible  exceptions  could  include  use  of  non-natives  for  a temporary  cover  crop  to  out- 
compete  weeds. 

2.  Seeding  would  occur  during  October  15  through  March  15  to  ensure  a greater  chance  of 
success. 

3.  Reclamation  release  criteria  are  as  follows: 

• Achieve  100  percent  in  the  Great  Basin  and  70  percent  in  the  Mojave  Desert  of  the 
baseline  perennial  plant  cover  of  selected  comparison  areas,  normally  like  adjacent 
habitat.  If  the  adjacent  habitat  is  severely  disturbed,  a range  site  description  may  be 
used  as  a cover  standard.  Cover  is  normally  crown  cover  as  estimated  by  the  point 
intercept  method.  Selected  cover  can  be  determined  using  a method  as  described  in 
Sampling  Vegetation  Attributes,  Interagency  Technical  Reference  (1996, 
BLM/RS/ST-96/002+1730).  The  reclamation  plan  for  the  project  area  would  identify 
the  site-specific  release  criteria  and  associated  statistical  methods  in  the  reclamation 
plan  or  permit. 

• No  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  would  be  allowed  on  the  sites  for 
reclamation  release.  Control  of  noxious  and  non-native,  invasive  weeds  would  follow 
an  integrated  pest  management  plan  approved  by  the  authorizing  officer.  A list  of 
Nevada  noxious  weeds  would  be  provided  by  the  authorized  officer. 

4.  Where  local  conditions  allow,  up  to  the  first  12  to  18  inches  of  growth  medium  would  be 
salvaged,  were  soil  and  terrain  conditions  allow,  and  stockpiled  prior  to  disturbance  for 
all  areas  to  be  reclaimed  after  construction.  All  disturbance  areas  to  be  reclaimed  would 
be  recontoured  to  blend  as  nearly  as  possible  with  the  natural  topography  prior  to 
revegetation.  All  compacted  portions  of  the  disturbance  would  be  ripped  to  a depth  of  12 
inches  unless  solid  rock  is  encountered.  Adequate,  fine-grain  seedbed  would  be 
established  to  provide  good  seed  to  soil  contact.  Large  blocks  and  clumps  of  soil  with 
deep  pockets  would  be  avoided.  This  normally  requires  some  type  of  tillage  procedure 
after  ripping. 

5.  All  portions  of  access  roads  not  needed  for  other  uses  as  determined  by  the  authorized 
officer  would  be  reclaimed. 

6.  Mulching  of  the  seedbed  following  seeding  may  be  required  under  certain  conditions, 
such  as  severe  erosion. 

7.  Respread  weed-free  vegetation  removed  from  the  right-of-way  to  provide  protection, 
nutrient  recycling,  and  seed  source. 

8.  The  success  of  the  vegetative  growth  on  a reclaimed  site  may  be  evaluated  for  release 
no  sooner  than  during  the  third  growing  season  after  earthwork  and  planting  have  been 
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completed.  Where  it  has  been  determined  that  revegetation  success  criteria  have  not 
been  met,  the  agencies  and  the  operator  would  meet  to  decide  on  the  best  course  of 
actions  necessary  to  meet  the  reclamation  goal. 

9.  Where  applicable,  the  following  agencies  would  be  consulted  to  determine  the 
recommended  plant  species  composition,  seeding  rates,  and  planting  dates: 

• U.S.  Fish  and  Wildlife  Service 

• U.S.  Natural  Resources  Conservation  Service 

• U.S.  Bureau  of  Land  Management 

• Nevada  Department  of  Wildlife 

10.  Grasses,  forbs,  shrubs,  and  trees  appropriate  for  site  conditions  and  surrounding 
vegetation  would  be  included  on  the  BLM-approved  plant  and  seed  mix  list.  Species 
chosen  for  a site  would  be  matched  for  site  drainage,  climate,  shading,  resistance  to 
erosion,  soil  type,  slope,  aspect,  and  vegetation  management  goals.  Upland 
revegetation  shall  match  the  plant  list  to  the  site’s  soil  type,  topographic  position, 
elevation,  and  surrounding  natural  communities. 

11.  Construction  areas,  including  storage  yards,  would  be  free  of  waste  material  and  trash 
accumulations,  unless  stored  in  appropriate  containers. 

12.  All  unused  materials  and  solid  waste  would  be  removed  from  construction  and  storage 
sites  during  the  final  phase  of  work.  Unused  material  may  be  sold  or  relocated  to  other 
work  sites  other  than  the  ON  Line  Project.  Solid  waste  would  be  placed  in  existing 
permitted  solid  waste  management  facilities. 

13.  Upon  completion  of  construction,  any  land  disturbed  would  be  graded  to  provide  proper 
drainage  and  blend  with  the  natural  contour  of  the  land.  Following  grading  and  where 
appropriate,  it  would  be  revegetated  using  plants  native  to  the  area,  suitable  for  the  site 
conditions,  and  beneficial  to  wildlife. 

14.  Following  completion  of  construction,  all  temporary  construction  yards,  offices,  and 
related  buildings,  including  temporary  concrete  footings  and  slabs,  would  be  removed 
from  the  site. 

15.  All  construction  roads  not  needed  for  ongoing  operations  and  maintenance  activities 
would  be  restored  to  the  original  contour,  and  made  to  discourage  vehicular  traffic  when 
no  longer  needed  for  construction.  Culverts  would  be  removed  as  appropriate,  road 
escarpments  would  be  contoured  and  vegetated,  and  all  road  surfaces  would  be 
scarified  to  establish  conditions  appropriate  for  reseeding,  drainage,  and  erosion 
prevention. 

Visual  Resources 

1.  All  outside  surfaces  of  structures  at  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation  (or  RSS-Site  B) 
would  be  constructed  of  materials  that  would  minimize  glare,  and  would  be  finished  with 
flat  tones  intended  to  blend  with  the  surrounding  rural  environment.  The  standard 
environmental  colors  chart,  CC-001  June  2008  (Standard  Environmental  Colors),  would 
be  used,  especially  for  remote  facilities. 
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2.  All  fencing  would  be  constructed  of  non-reflective  materials.  No  white  top  fence  posts 
would  be  used. 

3.  Signs  at  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation  (or  RSS-Site  B)  would  be  constructed  of 
materials  that  are  non-glare,  and  would  be  painted  using  unobtrusive  colors.  This 
requirement  shall  not  apply  to  safety  signs  (e.g.,  brightly  colored  signs  indicating  the 
presence  of  a hazard). 

4.  Permanent  outdoor  lighting  at  Robinson  Summit  Substation  (or  RSS-Site  B)  would  be 
limited  to  areas  required  for  operations,  maintenance,  safety  and  security,  and  would  be 
anti-glare,  shielded,  and  directed  downward  to  the  extent  possible.  Based  upon  FAA 
requirements,  if  the  proposed  microwave  tower  exceeds  a height  of  200  feet,  lighting 
would  be  required  on  that  structure.  Highly  directional,  high-pressure  sodium  vapor 
fixtures  (or  other  fixtures  that  meet  the  criteria  specified)  would  be  used  where  practical. 
Switches  or  photocells  would  be  used  as  appropriate  on  outdoor  lighting  to  allow  use  of 
lighting  only  when  needed.  Lighting  techniques  would  include  using  directional  lights  that 
do  not  allow  lights  to  shine  into  the  sky,  screening  lights,  using  timers  and  motion 
detectors  so  that  lights  are  only  on  when  necessary,  and  systems  that  minimize  lighting 
to  only  meet  functional  requirements. 

5.  The  transmission  structures  would  be  finished  with  flat,  neutral  colors  that  would  blend 
with  the  surrounding  environment  and  that  would  relate  to  the  colors  of  the  other 
structures  in  the  existing  utility  corridors. 

6.  Unless  required  for  worker  safety,  non-specular  conductors  and  non-reflective  and  non- 
refractive  insulators  would  be  used  to  reduce  conductor  and  insulator  visibility. 

7.  In  areas  of  frequent  visitation  by  the  public,  the  base  of  guy-wires  on  transmission 
structures  would  have  fence  panels,  and  the  first  10  feet  of  guy  wires  would  be  marked 
with  safety  reflectors,  high-visibility  tape  or  plastic,  or  a similar  material  to  make  them 
highly  visible  to  the  public. 

8.  During  the  implementation  of  vegetation  treatments,  irregular  margins  would  be  created 
around  treatment  areas  to  better  maintain  the  existing  scenic  character  of  the  landscape. 

Water  Pollution  Prevention  and  Monitoring 

1.  Water  needs  for  soil  stabilization  during  facility  construction  would  be  transported  by 
truck  or  other  methods  from  local  water  sources. 

2.  All  federal  and  state  laws  related  to  control  and  abatement  of  water  pollution  would  be 
complied  with.  All  waste  material  and  sewage  from  construction  activities  or  project- 
related  features  would  be  disposed  of  according  to  federal  and  state  pollution  control 
regulations. 

3.  All  disturbed  drainage  channels  would  be  reclaimed  as  soon  as  practical,  to  a standard 
for  aesthetic  value  comparable  to  what  existed  prior  to  disturbance.  Where  appropriate, 
native  species  capable  of  bank  stabilization  would  be  used  to  revegetate  all  disturbed 
stream  banks. 
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4.  Diversion  structures  would  be  used  to  re-direct  flows  from  any  drainages  potentially 
impacted  by  facility  features  and  would  be  designed  to  minimize  potential  destabilization 
and  erosion  of  adjacent  and  downgradient  drainages. 

5.  Stormwater  management  plans  would  be  implemented  for  project  construction  and 
facility  operation  to  minimize  and  control  erosion  from  stormwater  runoff.  During  project 
construction,  stormwater  would  be  managed  in  compliance  with  applicable  state  and 
federal  regulations,  including  compliance  with  requirements  of  the  National  Pollutant 
Discharge  Elimination  System  (NPDES)  stormwater  general  permits,  which  would  be 
obtained  for  the  project.  Stormwater  management  elements  would  include: 

• Application  of  best  management  practices  for  erosion,  sedimentation,  and 
stabilization  control  during  construction  activities,  and  management  of  oils  and  other 
substances  during  operation  to  minimize  contact  with  stormwater; 

• Structural  controls  during  operation  that  could  include  stabilized  stormwater 
conveyance  systems  (swales);  and 

• Monitoring  and  maintenance  to  ensure  long-term  effectiveness  of  the  management 
system. 

6.  Construction  specifications  would  require  construction  methods  that  prevent  pollutants 
from  accidentally  entering  or  spilling  into  flowing  or  dry  watercourses,  and  ground  water 
sources.  Potential  pollutants  and  wastes  include  refuse,  garbage,  cement,  concrete, 
sewage  effluent,  industrial  waste,  oil  and  other  petroleum  products,  aggregate 
processing  tailings,  mineral  salts,  drilling  mud,  and  thermal  pollution. 

7.  Any  construction  wastewater  from  aggregate  processing,  concrete  batching,  or  other 
construction  operations  would  be  directed  to  on-site  temporary  retention  basins 
designed  for  zero  discharge.  The  water  may  be  reclaimed  for  construction  purposes  or 
evaporated.  The  residual  as  a result  of  evaporation  would  be  removed. 

Noise  Prevention 

1.  The  Robinson  Summit  Substation  (or  RSS-Site  B)  facility  would  be  designed  to  operate 
in  compliance  with  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  laws  and  regulations  related  to 
noise. 

2.  Personnel  would  be  required  to  comply  with  all  applicable  federal,  state,  and  local  laws 
and  regulations  concerning  prevention  and  control  of  noise  during  project  construction 
and  operation. 

Hazardous  Material  Storage,  Handling,  and  Disposal  and  Safety  Measures 

1.  Personnel,  contractors,  and  transporters  involved  with  hazardous  materials  management 
would  be  required  to  comply  with  federal  and  state  regulations  established  for  the 
transportation,  storage,  handling  and  disposal  of  hazardous  substances,  materials  and 
wastes.  “Hazardous  material”  means  any  substance,  pollutant,  or  contaminant  that  is 
listed  as  hazardous  under  the  Comprehensive  Environmental  Response,  Compensation, 
and  Liability  Act  of  1980,  as  amended,  42  DSC  9601  et  seq.,  and  its  regulations 
(CERCLA).  The  definition  of  hazardous  substances  under  CERCLA  includes  any 
“hazardous  waste”  as  defined  in  the  Resource  Conservation  and  Recovery  Act  of  1976 
(RCRA),  as  amended  42  USC  6901  et  seq.,  and  its  regulations. 
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2.  The  potential  for  adverse  impacts  from  oil  and  fuel  spills  would  be  reduced  through 
careful  handling  and  designation  of  specific  equipment  repair  and  fuel  storage  areas.  In 
the  event  that  hazardous  or  regulated  materials  such  as  diesel  fuel  or  gasoline  are 
spilled,  measures  would  be  taken  to  control  the  spill  and  the  National  Response  Center 
and/or  Nevada  Department  of  Environmental  Protection  would  be  notified  immediately. 

3.  The  permittee  is  responsible  for  clean-up  and  assumes  liability  for  any  and  all  releases 
of  hazardous  substances  disposed  on  public  land  in  accordance  with  State,  Federal  and 
Local  laws  and  regulations.  The  permittee  would  immediately  notify  the  BLM  Authorized 
Officer  of  any  and  all  releases  of  hazardous  substances  on  public  land. 

4.  Outdoor  oil  storage  and  use  areas  would  be  bermed  with  a capacity  sufficient  to  contain 
the  oil  inventory  contained  in  the  single  largest  tank  or  equipment  unit  plus  sufficient 
freeboard  to  prevent  overflow.  Outlets  from  these  containment  areas  would  be  equipped 
with  a normally  closed  valve.  Regular  inspections  would  determine  if  there  had  been  a 
leak  requiring  special  attention. 

5.  Waste  materials  known  or  found  to  be  hazardous  would  be  disposed  of  in  approved  off- 
site, permitted  treatment  or  disposal  facilities  in  accordance  with  federal,  state,  and  local 
regulations,  standards,  codes,  and  laws. 

6.  Generation  of  wastes  during  construction  would  be  minimized  through  detailed 
estimating  of  materials  needed  and  through  efficient  construction  practices.  Wastes 
generated  during  construction  would  be  recycled  to  the  extent  feasible.  Concrete  waste 
would  be  removed  to  a local  licensed  landfill.  Non-recyclable  wastes  would  be  collected 
and  transported  to  a local  licensed  landfill. 

7.  Fuels,  lubricant  chemicals,  and  welding  gases  used  during  construction  would  be  in 
controlled  storage  until  used.  Any  empty  containers  or  waste  material  would  be 
segregated  in  storage  and  properly  recycled  or  disposed  of  by  licensed  handlers. 

8.  Concrete  trucks  would  be  washed  only  at  designated  sites  along  the  authorized  ROW 
where  wastes  would  be  contained. 

9.  Portable  toilets  or  a packaged  treatment  system  would  be  provided  for  onsite  sewage 
handling  during  construction  at  Robinson  Summit  Substation  (or  RSS-Site  B).  Portable 
toilets  would  be  provided  at  construction  locations  along  the  ROW.  Sewage  from  the 
portable  toilets  would  be  removed  regularly  and  disposed  of  in  accordance  with 
applicable  federal  and  state  pollution  control  regulations.  There  shall  be  no  dumping  of 
black  water,  sewage  or  litter. 
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Appendix  3C 

Noxious  and  Non-native,  Invasive  Weeds 


Table  1.  Federal  Noxious  Weeds  List 


COMMON  NAME 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

...  . . ■ . . 

COMMON  NAME 

; 7 ■ . : ■ ■ ' 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

Aquatic/Wetland 

Mosquito  fern 

Azolla  pinnata 

Heartshape  false 
pickerelweed 

Monochoria  vaqinalis 

Mediterranean  strain 

Caulerpa  taxi  folia 

Ducklettuce 

Ottelia  alismoides 

Anchored  waterhyacinth 

Eichornia  azurea 

Arrowhead 

Saqittaria  saqittifolia 

Hydrilla 

Hydrilla  verticillata 

Giant  salvinia 

Salvinia  auriculata 

Miramar  weed 

Hyqrophila  polysperma 

Giant  salvinia 

Salvinia  biloba 

Water-spinach 

Ipomoea  aquatica 

Giant  salvinia 

Salvinia  herzoqii 

Moss 

Laqarosiphon  major 

Giant  salvinia 

Salvinia  molesta 

Ambulia 

Limnophila  sessiliflora 

Wetland  nightshade 

Solanum  tampicense 

Broadleaf  paper  bark 
tree 

Melaleuca  quinquenervia 

Exotic  bur-reed 

Sparqanium  erectum 

Arrowleaf  false 
pickerelweed 

Monochoria  hastata 

Parasitic 

Aeginetia 

Aeqinetia  spp. 

Broomrape 

Orobanche  spp.  (selected) 

Alectra 

Alectra  spp. 

Witchweeds 

Striqa  spp. 

Dodder 

Cuscuta  spp.  (selected) 

Terrestrial 

Crofton  weed 

Aqeratina  adenophora 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  articulata 

Sessile  joyweed 

Alternanthera  sessilis 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  caldenia 

Onionweed 

Asphodelus  fistulosus 

Cusqui 

Prosopis  calinqastana 

Animated  oat,  wild  oat 

Avert  a sterilis 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  campestris 

Wild  safflower 

Carthamus  oxyacantha 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  castellanosii 

Pilipiliula 

Chrysopoqort  aciculatus 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  denudans 

Benghal  dayflower 

Commelina  bertqhalensis 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  elata 

Common  crupina 

Crupina  vulqaris 

Syrian  mesquite 

Prosopis  farcta 

African  couchgrass 

Diqitaria  scalarum 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  ferox 

Velvet  fingergrass 

Diqitaria  velutina 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  fiebriqii 

Lightning  weed 

Drymaria  arenarioides 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  hassleri 

Three-cornered  jack 

Emex  australis 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  humilis 

Devil’s  thorn 

Galeqa  officinalis 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  kuntzei 

Giant  hogweed 

Heracleum 

manteqazzianum 

Kiawe 

Prosopis  pallida 

Homeria 

Homeria  spp. 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  palmeri 

Brazilian  satintail 

Imperata  brasiliensis 

Tornillo 

Prosopis  reptans 

Cogongrass 

Imperata  cylindrical 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  rojasiana 

Murainograss 

Ischaemum  ruqosum 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  ruizlealii 

Asian  sprangletop 

Leptochloa  chinensis 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  ruscifolia 

African  boxthorn 

Lycium  ferocissimum 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  sericantha 

Melastoma 

Melastoma  malabathricum 

Argentine  screwbean 

Prosopis  strombulifera 

Mile-a-minute 

Mikania  cordata 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  torquata 

Giant  sensitive  plant 

Mimosa  invisa 

Itchgrass 

Rottboellia 

cochinchinensis 

Catclaw  mimosa 

Mimosa  piqra 

Wild  blackberry 

Rubus  fruticosus 

Serrated  tussock 

Nassella  trichotoma 

Wild  raspberry 

Rubus  moiuccanus 

Jointed  prickly  pear 

Opuntia  aurantiaca 

Wild  sugarcane 

Saccharum  spontaneum 

Red  rice 

Oryza  lonqistaminata 

Wormleaf  salsola 

Salsola  spontaneum 

Red  rice 

Oryza  punctata  ' 

South  African  ragwort 

Senecio  inaequidens 

Appendix  3C  - Noxious  & Non-native,  Invasive  Weeds 
ON  Line  Project  Final  EIS 


1 


COMMON  NAME 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

COMMON  NAME 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

Red  rice 

Oryza  rufipogon 

Madagascar  ragwort 

Senecio 

madagascariensis 

Kodo-millet 

Paspalum  scrobiculatum 

Cattail  grass 

Setaria  pallide-fusca 

Kikuyugrass 

Pennisetum  clandestinum 

Turkeyberry 

Solanum  torvum 

African  feathergrass 

Pennisetum  macrourum 

Tropical  soda  apple 

Solanum  viarum 

Missiongrass 

Pennisetum  polystachion 

Winged  false  buttonweed 

Spermacoce  alata 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  alpataco 

Coat  buttons 

Tridax  procumbens 

Prosopis 

Prosopis  argentina 

Liverseed  grass 

Urochloa  panicoides 

Source:  http://www.aphis.usda.gov/plant_health/plant_pest_info/weeds/index.shtml 


Appendix  3C  - Noxious  & Non-native,  Invasive  Weeds 
ON  Line  Project  Final  EIS 


2 


Table  2.  Nevada  Department  of  Agriculture  Noxious  Weeds  List 


COMMON  NAME 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

COMMON  NAME 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

Category  A Weeds1 

African  rue 

Peganum  harmala 

Leafy  spurge 

Euphorbia  esula 

Austrian  fieldcress 

Rorippa  austriaca 

Malta  star  thistle 

Centaurea  melitensis 

Austrian  peaweed 

Sphaerophysa  salsula/ 
Swainsona  salsula 

Mayweed  chamomile 

Anthemis  cotula 

Camelthorn 

Alhaqi  camelorum 

Mediterranean  sage 

Salvia  aethiopis 

Common  crupina 

Crupina  vulgaris 

Purple  loosestrife 

Lythrum  salicaria,  L. 
virgatum 

Dalmation  toadflax 

Llnaria  dalmatica 

Purple  star  thistle 

Centaurea  calcitrapa 

Dyer’s  woad 

Isatis  tinctoria 

Rush  skeletonweed 

Chondrilla  juncea 

Eurasian  water-milfoil 

Myriophyllum  spicatum 

Sow  thistle 

Sonchus  arvensis 

Giant  reed 

Arundo  donax 

Spotted  knapweed 

Centaurea  masculosa 

Giant  salvinia 

Salvinia  molesta 

Squarrose  star  thistle 

Centaurea  virgata  Lam. 
Var.  squarrose 

Goats  rue 

Galega  officinalis 

Sulfur  cinquefoil 

Potentilla  recta 

Houndstongue 

Cynoglossum  officinale 

Syrian  bean  caper 

Zygophyllum  fabago 

Hydrilla 

Hydrilla  verticillata 

Yellow  star  thistle 

Centaurea  solstiltialis 

Iberian  star  thistle 

Centaurea  iberica 

Yellow  toadflax 

Linaria  vulgaris 

Klamath  weed 

Hypericum  perforatum 

Category  B Weeds2 

Carolina  horse-nettle 

Solanum  carolinense 

Russian  knapweed 

Acroptilon  repens 

Diffuse  knapweed 

Centaurea  diffusa 

Scotch  thistle 

Onopordum  acanthium 

Medusahead 

Taeniatherum  caput- 
medusae 

White  horse-nettle 

Solanum  elaeagnifolium 

Musk  thistle 

Carduus  nutans 

Category  C Weeds3 

Black  henbane 

Hyoscyamus  niger 

Perennial  pepperweed 

Lepidium  latifolium 

Canada  thistle 

Cirsium  arvense 

Poison  hemlock 

Conium  maculatum 

Green  fountain  grass 

Pennisetum  setaceum 

Puncture  vine 

Tribulus  terrestris 

Hoary  cress 

Cardaria  draba 

Salt  cedar  (tamarisk) 

Tamarix  ramosissima 

Johnson  grass 

Sorghum  hale  pen  se 

Water  hemlock 

Cicuta  maculata 

1 Weeds  not  found  or  limited  in  distribution  throughout  the  State;  actively  excluded  from  the  State  and  actively 
eradicated  wherever  found;  actively  eradicated  from  nursery  stock  dealer  premises;  control  required  by  the  State 
in  all  infestations. 

2 Weeds  established  in  scattered  populations  in  some  counties  of  the  State;  actively  excluded  where  possible; 
actively  eradicated  from  nursery  stock  dealer  premises;  control  required  by  the  State  in  areas  where  populations 
are  not  well  established  or  previously  unknown  to  occur. 

3 Weeds  currently  established  and  generally  widespread  in  many  counties  of  the  State;  actively  eradicated  from 
nursery  stock  dealer  premises;  abatement  at  the  discretion  of  the  State  quarantine  officer. 

Source:  http://agri.nv.gov/nwac/PLANT_NoxWeedList.htm 
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Table  3.  BLM  Invasive  Weed  Species  of  Concern 


COMMON  NAME 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

COMMON  NAME 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

Grasses 

Jointed  goatgrass 

Aegilops  cylindrica 

Veldt  grass 

Ehrharta  calycina 

European  beachgrass 

Ammophila  arenaria 

Quackgrass 

Elytrigia  repens 

Giant  reed 

Arundo  donax 

Lehmann  lovegrass 

Eragrostis  lehmanniana 

Ripgut  brome 

Bromus  diandrus 

Matgrass 

Nardus  stricta 

Japanese  brome 

Bromus  japonicus 

Wild  proso  millet 

Panicum  miliaceum 

Red  brome 

Bromus  rubens 

Crimson  fountain  grass 

Pennisetum  setaceum 

Cheatgrass 

Bromus  tectorum 

Schismum 

Schismus  arabicus 

Longspine  sandbur 

Cenchrus  longispinus 

Mediterranean  grass 

Schismus  barbatus 

Andean  pampas  grass 

Cortaderia  jubata 

Johnsongrass 

Sorghum  halepense 

Pampas  grass 

Cortaderia  selloana 

Medusa-head 

Taeniatherum  caput- 
medusae 

Bermudagrass 

Cynodon  dactylon 

Forbs 

Russian  knapweed 

Acroptilon  repens 

Chicory 

Cichorium  intybus 

Scentless  chamomile 

Anthemis  arvensis 

Bull  thistle 

Cirsium  vulgare 

Mayweed  chamomile 

Anthemis  cotula 

Chinese  clematis 

Clematis  orientalis 

Common  burdock 

Arctium  minus 

Poison  hemlock 

Conium  maculatum 

Bassia 

Bassia  hyssopifolia 

Field  bindweed 

Convolvulus  arvensis 

Black  mustard 

Brassica  nigra 

Bristly  hawkweed 

Crepis  setosa 

Wild  turnip 

Brassica  tournefortii 

Common  crupina 

Crupina  vulgaris 

Mexican  bird-of-paradise 

Caesalpinia  gilliesii 

Artichoke  thistle 

Cynara  cardunculus 

Lens-podded  whitetop 

Cardaria  chalepensis 

Houndstongue 

Cynoglossum  officinale 

Hoary  cress 

Cardaria  draba 

Foxglove 

Digitalis  purpurea 

Hairy  whitetop 

Cardaria  pubescens 

Common  teasel 

Dipsacus  fullonum 

Plumeless  thistle 

Carduus  acanthoides 

Blueweed 

Echium  vulgare 

Musk  thistle 

Carduus  nutans 

Brazillian  waterweed 

Egeria  densa 

Italian  thistle 

Carduus  pycnocephalus 

Water  hyacinth 

Eichhornia  crassipes 

Slender-flowered  thistle 

Carduus  teniflorus 

Australian  fireweed 

Erechtites  glomerata 

Hottentot  fig 

Carpobrotus  edulis 

Cypress  spurge 

Euphorbia  cyparissias 

Sea  iceplant 

Carpobrotus  chilensis 

Leafy  spurge 

Euphorbia  esula 

Distaff  thistle 

Carthamus  lantus 

Myrtle  spurge 

Euphorbia  myrsinites 

Common  caraway 

Carum  carvi 

Fennel 

Foeniculum  vulgare 

Purple  starthistle 

Centaurea  calcitrapa 

Goat’s  rue 

Galega  officinalis 

Cornflower 

Centaurea  cyanus 

Baby’s  breath 

Gypsophila  paniculata 

Diffuse  knapweed 

Centaurea  diffusa 

Halogeton 

Halogeton  glomeratus 

Iberian  starthistle 

Centaurea  iberica 

Dames’s  rocket 

Hesperis  matronalis 

Brown  knapweed 

Centaurea  jacea 

Orange  hawkweed 

Hieracium  aurantiacum 

Bighead  knapweed 

Centaurea  macrocephala 

Mouseear  hawkweed 

Hieracium  pilosella 

Spotted  knapweed 

Centaurea  maculosa 

Yellow  hawkweed 

Hieracium  pretense 

Malta  starthistle 

Centaurea  melitenisis 

Hydrilla 

Hydrilla  verticillata 

Mountain  cornflower 

Centaurea  montana 

Black  henbane 

Hyoscyamus  niger  \ 

Black  knapweed 

Centaurea  nigra 

Common  St.  Johnswort 

Hypericum  perforatum 

Vochin  knapweed 

Centaurea  nigrescens 

Common  catsear 

Hyposhaeris  radicata 

Meadow  knapweed 

Centaurea  pratensis 

Dyer’s  woad 

Isatis  tinctoria 

Squarrose  knapweed 

Centaurea  sguarrosa 

Blue  buttons 

Knautia  arvensis 

Yellow  starthistle 

Centaurea  solstitialis 

Everlasting  peavine 

Lathyrus  latifolius 

Feather-headed  knapweed 

Centaurea  trichocephala 

Perennial  pepperweed 

Lepidium  latifolium 

Rush  skeletonweed 

Chondrilla  juncea 

Dalmation  toadflax 

Linaria  genistifolia  spp. 
dalmatica 

Ox-eye  daisy 

Chrysanthemum 

leucanthemum 
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COMMON  NAME 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

COMMON  NAME 

SCIENTIFIC  NAME 

Forbs  (cont.) 

Yellow  toadflax 

Linaria  vulgaris 

Mediterranean  sage 

Salvia  aethiopsis 

Garden  loosestrife 

Lysimachia  vulgaris 

Bouncing  bet 

Saponaria  officinalis 

Purple  loosestrife 

Lythrum  salicaria 

Tansy  ragwort 

Senecio  jacobaea 

Wand  loosestrife 

Lythrum  virgatum 

German  ivy 

Senecio  mikanoides 

Chilean  tarweed 

Madia  sativa 

Bitter  nightshade 

Solanum  dulcamara 

Eurasian  watermilfoil 

Myriophyllum  spicatum 

Perennial  sowthistle 

Sonchus  arvensis 

Scotch  thistle 

Onopordum  acanthium 

Swainsonpea 

Sphaerophysa  salsula 

Scotch  thistle 

Onopordum  taricum 

Common  tansy 

Tanacetum  vulgare 

African  rue 

Peganum  harmala 

Syrian  bean  caper 

Zygophyllum  fabago 

Sulfur  cinquefoil 

Potentilla  recta 

Shrubs  and  Trees 

T ree-of-heaven 

Aiianthus  altissima 

Himalaya  blackberry 

Rubus  discolor 

Camelthorn 

Alhagi  pseudalhagi 

Brazilian  pepper 

Schinus  terebrinthifolius 

Spanish  broom 

Cytisus  junceum 

Athel 

Tamarix  aphylla 

French  broom 

Cytisus  monspessulanas 

Tamarisk 

Tamarix  chinensis 

Scotch  broom 

Cytisus  scoparius 

French  tamarisk 

Tamarix  gallica 

Portuguese  broom 

Cytisus  striatus 

Small  flower  tamarisk 

Tamarix  parviflora 

Russian  olive 

Eiaeagnus  angustifolia 

Tamarisk 

Tamarix  pentada 

Edible  fig 

Ficus  carica 

Salt  cedar 

Tamarix  ramosissima 

Himalaya  bush  cover 

Lespedeza  cuneata 

Gorse 

Ulex  europaeus 

Bridal  veil  broom 

Retama  monosperma 

Siberian  elm 

Ulmus  pumila 

Source:  http://www.blm.gov/co/st/en/BLM_Programs/botany/invasiweed.html 
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Appendix  3D 

Wildlife  Species  Observed 
TEPC  Species, 
and  Sensitive  Species 


Table  1 - WILDLIFE  SPECIES  OBSERVED  BY  JBR  DURING  BASELINE  SURVEYS 
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Table  2 - Threatened,  Endangered,  Proposed,  and  Candidate  Species  Known  to  Occur 
Within  the  Counties  Containing  the  Project  Area 
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Table  3 - BLM  and  State  of  Nevada  Sensitive  Species  Known  to  Occur  within  the  Counties  Containing  the  Project  Area 
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Habitat  Type 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 
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R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

R-W 

Scientific  Name 

Catostomus  clarki  intermedius 

Catostomus  clarki  ssp. 

Catostomus  latipinnis 

Cottus  ssp. 

Crenichthys  baileyi  albivallis 

Crenichthys  baileyi  baileyi 

Crenichthys  baileyi  grandis 

Crenichthys  baileyi  thermophilus 

Crenichthys  baileyi  moapae 

Crenichthys  nevadae 

Cyprinodon  diabolis 

Cyprinodon  nevadensis  mionectes 

Cyprinodon  nevadensis  pectoralis 

Empetrichthys  latos 

Gila  bicolor  newarkensis 

Gila  bicolor  ssp. 

Gila  bicolor  ssp. 

Gila  bicolor  ssp. 

Gila  bicolor  ssp. 

Gila  bicolor  ssp. 

Gila  bicolor  ssp. 

Gila  cypha 

Gila  elegans 

Gila  robusta  jordani 

Gila  seminude 

Lepidomeda  albivallis 

Lepidomeda  mollispinis  mollispinis 

Lepidomeda  mollispinis  pratensis 

Moapa  coriacea 

Oncorhynchus  clarkii  henshawi 

Oncorhynchus  clarkii  Utah 

Common  Name 

White  River  desert  sucker 

Meadow  Valley  Wash  desert 
sucker 

Flannelmouth  sucker 

White  River  sculpin 

Preston  White  River  springfish 

White  River  springfish 

Hiko  White  River  springfish 

Moorman  White  River  springfish 

Moapa  White  River  springfish 

Railroad  Valley  springfish 

Devils  Hole  pupfish 

Ash  Meadows  Amargosa  pupfish 

Warm  Springs  pupfish 

Pahrump  poolfish 

| Newark  Valley  tui  chub 

Big  Smoky  Vailey  tui  chub 

Charnock  Springs  tui  chub 

Duckwater  Creek  tui  chub 

Hot  Creek  Valley  tui  chub 

Little  Fish  Lake  Vallet  tui  chub 

Railroad  Valley  tui  chub 

Humpback  chub 

Bonytail  chub 

Pahranagat  roundtail  chub 

Virgin  River  chub 

White  River  spinedace 

Virgin  River  spinedace 

Big  Spring  spinedace 

Moapa  dace 

Lahontan  cutthroat  trout 

Bonneville  cutthroat  trout 
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Appendix  3E 
Cultural  Resources 
Programmatic  Agreement 


AMENDMENT  TO  PROGRAMMATIC  AGREEMENT  AMONG 
THE  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR, 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT,  NEVADA 

AND 

THE  NEVADA  STATE  HISTORIC  PRESERVATION  OFFICER 
REGARDING  THE  ELY  ENERGY  CENTER  PROJECT 
NOW  KNOWN  AS  THE  ON  LINE  PROJECT 

WHEREAS  the  Agreement  was  executed  on  October  29,  2007; 

WHEREAS  On  February  9,  2009,  Nevada  Power  Company  and  Sierra  Pacific  Power 
Company  (previously  referred  to  as  Nevada  Power),  announced  that  it  is  now  known  as 
NV  Energy. 

WHEREAS  NV  Energy  announced  its  decision  to  withdraw  its  application  for  the 
construction  of  the  EEC  power  plant  and  associated  supporting  facilities,  including  the 
electrical  and  communication  facilities  that  were  previously  proposed  as  components  of 
the  former  Ely  Energy  Center  (EEC)  Project; 

WHEREAS  NV  Energy  proposes  to  continue  with  the  permitting  and  development  of  the 
substation,  transmission  lines  and  communication  components  between  its  southern  and 
northern  service  territories  as  well  as  the  upgrading  of  two  existing  substations.  The 
project  is  now  referred  to  as  the  ON  Line  Project. 

WHEREAS  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  will  send  a copy  of  this  executed, 
amendment  to  the  ACHP; 

WHEREAS  due  to  the  withdrawal  of  the  Ely  Energy  Center,  and  the  redefined  project  for 
the  ON  Line  Project,  it  is  the  decision  of  the  Bureau  of  Land  Management  (BLM)  that  an 
amendment  to  the  Programmatic  Agreement  of  2007  be  submitted  due  to  the  downsizing 
of  the  original  Ely  Energy  Project  by  NV  Energy; 

WHEREAS  NV  Energy  currently  proposes  to  construct  and  operate  a 236  mile 
transmission  line  in  White  Pine,  Nye,  Lincoln,  and  Clark  Counties,  a substation  near 
Robinson  Summit  in  White  Pine  County,  and  expands  the  Falcon  Substation  in  Eureka 
County,  Nevada,  referred  to  as  the  ON  Line  Project.  The  Proposed  Action  components 
include  the  new  substation  at  Robinson  Summit,  transmission  line,  and 
telecommunication  facilities. 

To  summarize,  the  components  of  the  electric  transmission  facilities  would  include: 

1.  Robinson  Summit  500/345-kV  Substation,  approximately  108  acres  in  size, 
adjacent  to  the  SWIP  corridor  in  White  Pine  County 

2.  One  Nevada  500  kV  transmission  line  and  telecommunication  appurtenances, 
approximately  236  miles  in  length,  between  the  proposed  Robinson  Summit 
Substation  and  the  existing  Harry  Allen  Substation  in  Clark  County 


3.  Falcon-Gonder  345-kV  transmission  line  loop-in  at  the  Robinson  Summit 
500/345  kV  Substation 

4.  Access  roads  into  the  Robinson  Summit  Substation  and  along  the  transmission 
line 

5.  Expansion  to  add  345kV  series  compensation  equipment  on  private  property  at 
the  existing  Falcon  Substation  in  Eureka  County 

6.  Addition  of  500kV  electrical  connection  equipment  within  the  existing  footprint 
of  the  Harry  Allen  Substation  in  Clark  County 

WHEREAS  the  original  Ely  Energy  Center  Project’s  Programmatic  Agreement,  effective 
until  2017,  will  remain  in  effect  with  the  changes  reflected  in  the  EEC  project  to  the  ON 
Line  Project.  The  reports  for  archaeological  research  and  findings  pertaining  to  the  Ely 
Energy  Project  are  to  be  completed  in  accordance  to  the  original  PA  of  2007; 

NOW  THEREFORE,  in  accordance  with  the  original  Programmatic  Agreement,  the 
BLM  offices  in  Ely  (lead),  Elko,  and  Las  Vegas,  Nevada  State  Historic  Preservation 
Office  (SHPO),  and  NV  Energy  agree  to  amend  the  Agreement  as  follows: 

CHANGES  TO  THE  AREA  OF  POTENTIAL  EFFECTS  (APE) 

1.  Nevada  Northern  Railroad  has  withdrawn  its  interest  in  consulting  due  to  the 
change  in  scope  of  the  project.  The  railroad  is  no  longer  part  of  the  undertaking; 
therefore  any  Cultural  Resource  Inventory  in  the  right-of-way  for  the  railroad  has 
been  excluded. 

2.  The  United  States  Army  Corp.  of  Engineers  has  withdrawn  its  interest  in  the 
project  due  to  the  withdrawal  of  the  railroad.  The  Corp.  would  have  been 
responsible  for  many  streams  the  railroad  would  have  crossed. 

3.  The  City  of  Ely  is  no  longer  required  to  consult  under  this  agreement  because  the 
project  will  not  affect  the  area  of  Ely,  Nevada. 


SIGNATORIES 


ELY  DISTRICT  OFFICE,  BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT,  NEVADA 


Programmatic  Agreement  LEAD 

Title:  Ely  District  Manager 


Jio/z 


Date:  ^ / 1 0/^Xf  / D 


SOUTHERN  NEVADA  DISTRICT  OFFICE,  BUREAU  OF  LAND 
MANAGEMENT,  NEVADA 


Date: 


Date:  ^ - ( J~~ / 0 

t 


CONCURRING  PARTIES: 

NV  Energy  /9  r l 

By: 

t>‘  /X^i^rr 

LeavX/(.'y 


Date: 
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Visual  Contrast  Rating  Sheets 


Visual  Contrast  Rating  Worksheet 


Section  A.  Project  Information 


Project  Name  ON  Line  Project  - Proposed  Action 

and  Action  Alternative 

KOP  Location 

Key  Observation  KOP  1A,  View  to  NW 

Point 

UTM  Zone  11,  NAD83 

VRM  Class  IV  (Ely  District) 

E 0653953 

N 4303340 

Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms  bounded  by 
highway 

Flat  (highway) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Straight 

Color 

Light  gray  highway 

Gray-green 

Dark  gray 

Texture 

Smooth 

Medium,  uniform 

Smooth 

Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms  bounded  by 
highway 

Large,  prominent  (support 
structures  and  wires) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Bold,  geometric 

Color 

Light  gray  highway 

Gray-green 

Coated  metal 

Texture 

Smooth 

Medium,  uniform 

Coarse,  contrasty 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

4 

4 

2 

Line 

4 

4 

2 

Color 

4 

4 

2 

Texture 

4 

4 

2 

Degree  ol 

Contrast:  1 = Strong;  2 = Moderate;  3 = Weak;  4 = None 

Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  Yes. 

Project  elements  are  in  foreground-middleground  zone.  Transmission  line  support  structures 
near  the  highway  would  contrast  with  the  existing  landscape  but  the  nearest  would  be 
approximately  600  feet  away.  Wires  crossing  the  highway  would  be  visible  but  for  only  a short 
time  at  highway  speeds. 

Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended.  None. 

Evaluator:  R.  Duncan 

Date:  April  2007  (Revised  August  2008) 
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Visual  Contrast  Rating  Worksheet 


Section  A.  Project  Information 


Project  Name  ON  Line  Project  - Proposed  Action 

and  Action  Alternative 

KOP  Location 

Key  Observation  KOP  IB,  View  to  SE 

Point 

UTM  Zone  11,  NAD83 

VRM  Class  IV  (Ely  District) 

E 0653953 

N 4303340 

Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

None 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

None 

Color 

Gray-green 

Gray-green 

None 

Texture 

Smooth 

Medium,  uniform 

None 

Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

Large,  prominent  (support 
structures  and  wires) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Bold,  geometric 

Color 

Gray-green 

Gray-green 

Coated  metal 

Texture 

Smooth 

Medium,  uniform 

Coarse,  contrasty 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

4 

4 

2 

Line 

4 

4 

2 

Color 

4 

4 

2 

Texture 

4 

4 

2 

Degree  o 

Contrast:  1 = Strong;  2 = Moderate;  3 = Weak;  4 = None 

Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  Yes. 

Project  elements  are  in  foreground-middleground  zone.  Transmission  line  support  structures 
near  the  highway  would  contrast  with  the  existing  landscape  but  the  nearest  would  be 
approximately  600  feet  away.  Wires  crossing  the  highway  would  be  visible  but  for  only  a short 
time  at  highway  speeds. 

Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended.  None. 

Evaluator:  R.  Duncan 

Date:  April  2007  (Revised  August  2008) 
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Visual  Contrast  Rating  Worksheet 


Section  A.  Project  Information 


Project  Name  ON  Line  Project  - Proposed  Action 

and  Action  Alternative 

KOP  Location 

Key  Observation  KOP  2A,  View  to  NNE 

Point 

UTM  Zone  11,  NAD83 

VRM  Class  IV  (Ely  District) 

E 0695627 

N 4166057 

Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

Flat  (highway,  building, 
vertical  support  structures) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Simple 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Light  gray,  dark  brown 

Texture 

Smooth 

Medium,  uniform 

Smooth 

Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

Large,  prominent  (support 
structures  and  wires) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Bold,  geometric 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Coated  metal 

Texture 

Smooth 

Medium,  uniform 

Coarse,  contrasty 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

4 

4 

2 

Line 

4 

4 

2 

Color 

4 

4 

2 

Texture 

4 

4 

2 

Degree  o 

Contrast:  1 = Strong;  2 = Moderate;  3 = Weak;  4 = None 

Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  Yes. 

Project  elements  are  in  foreground-middleground  zone.  Transmission  line  support  structures 
near  the  highway  would  contrast  with  the  existing  landscape  but  the  nearest  would  be 
approximately  600  feet  away.  Wires  crossing  the  highway  would  be  visible  but  for  only  a short 
time  at  highway  speeds. 

Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended.  None. 

Evaluator:  R.  Duncan 

Date:  April  2007  (Revised  August  2008) 
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Visual  Contrast  Rating  Worksheet 


Section  A.  Project  Information 


Project  Name  ON  Line  Project  - Proposed  Action 

and  Action  Alternative 

KOP  Location 

Key  Observation  KOP  2B,  View  to  SSW 

Point 

UTM  Zone  1 1 , NAD83 

VRM  Class  IV  (Ely  District) 

E 0695627 

N 4166057 

Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

Regular  (support 
structures,  fence) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Vertical,  simple 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green,  tan 

Dark  brown 

Texture 

Smooth 

Medium,  uniform 

Smooth 

Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

Large,  prominent  (support 
structures  and  wires) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Bold,  geometric 

Color 

Gray  tan 

Gray-green,  tan 

Coated  metal 

Texture 

Smooth 

Medium,  uniform 

Coarse,  contrasty 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

4 

4 

2 

Line 

4 

4 

2 

Color 

4 

4 

2 

Texture 

4 

4 

2 

Degree  o 

Contrast:  1 = Strong;  2 = Moderate;  3 = Weak;  4 = None 

Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  Yes. 

Project  elements  are  in  foreground-middleground  zone.  Transmission  line  support  structures 
near  the  highway  would  contrast  with  the  existing  landscape  but  the  nearest  would  be 
approximately  600  feet  away.  Wires  crossing  the  highway  would  be  visible  but  for  only  a short 
time  at  highway  speeds. 

Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended.  None. 

Evaluator:  R.  Duncan 

Date:  April  2007  (Revised  August  2008) 
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Visual  Contrast  Rating  Worksheet 


Section  A.  Project  Information 


Project  Name  ON  Line  Project-  Proposed  Action  and 

Action  Alternative 

KOP  Location 

Key  Observation  KOP  3,  View  to  N 

Point 

UTM  Zone  11,  NAD83 

VRM  Class  III,  IV  (Ely  District) 

E 0675908 

N 4117412 

Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Rolling  hills 

Simple  forms 

Flat  (highway) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Simple 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Light/dark  gray 

Texture 

Coarse,  patchy 

Medium,  uniform 

Smooth 

Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Rolling  hills 

Simple  forms 

Large,  prominent  (support 
structures  and  wires) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Bold,  geometric 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Coated  metal 

Texture 

Coarse,  patchy 

Medium,  uniform 

Coarse,  contrasty 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

4 

4 

2 

Line 

4 

4 

2 

Color 

4 

4 

2 

Texture 

4 

4 

2 

Degree  o 

Contrast:  1 = Strong;  2 = Moderate;  3 = Weak;  4 = None 

Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  Yes. 

Project  elements  are  in  foreground-middleground  zone.  Transmission  line  support  structures 
near  the  highway  would  contrast  with  the  existing  landscape  but  the  nearest  would  be 
approximately  600  feet  away.  Wires  crossing  the  highway  would  be  visible  but  for  only  a short 
time  at  highway  speeds. 

Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended.  None. 

Evaluator:  R.  Duncan 

Date:  April  2007  (Revised  August  2008) 
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Visual  Contrast  Rating  Worksheet 


Section  A.  Project  Information 


Project  Name  ON  Line  Project  - Proposed  Action 

and  Action  Alternative 

KOP  Location 

Key  Observation  KOP  4,  View  to  NNE 

Point 

UTM  Zone  11,  NAD83 

VRM  Class  III,  IV  (Ely  District) 

E 0680234 

N 4092824 

Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Rolling  hills 

Simple  forms 

Flat,  regular  (highway, 
support  structures) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Vertical,  simple 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Dark  brown 

Texture 

Coarse,  patchy 

Patchy 

Smooth 

Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Rolling  hills 

Simple  forms 

Large,  prominent  (support 
structures  and  wires) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Horizontal  boundary 

Bold,  geometric 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Coated  metal 

Texture 

Coarse,  patchy 

Patchy 

Coarse,  contrasty 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

4 

4 

2 

Line 

4 

4 

2 

Color 

4 

4 

2 

Texture 

4 

4 

2 

Degree  o 

Contrast:  1 = Strong;  2 = Moderate;  3 = Weak;  4 = None 

Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  Yes. 

Project  elements  are  in  foreground-middleground  zone.  Transmission  line  support  structures 
near  the  highway  would  contrast  with  the  existing  landscape  but  the  nearest  would  be 
approximately  600  feet  away.  Wires  crossing  the  highway  would  be  visible  but  for  only  a short 
time  at  highway  speeds. 

Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended.  None. 

Evaluator:  R.  Duncan 

Date:  April  2007  (Revised  August  2008) 
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Visual  Contrast  Rating  Worksheet 


Section  A.  Project  Information 


Project  Name  ON  Line  Project  - Proposed  Action 

and  Action  Alternative 

KOP  Location 

Key  Observation  KOP  5,  View  to  NNW 

Point 

UTM  Zone  11,  NAD83 

VRM  Class  IV  (Ely  District) 

E 0681414 

N 4085449 

Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

Flat,  regular  (highway, 
support  structures) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Diagonal  boundary 

Vertical,  simple 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Dark  brown,  gray 

Texture 

Uniform 

Patchy 

Smooth 

Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

Large,  prominent  (support 
structures  and  wires) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Diagonal  boundary 

Bold,  geometric 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Coated  metal 

Texture 

Uniform 

Patchy 

Coarse,  contrasty 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

4 

4 

2 

Line 

4 

4 

2 

Color 

4 

4 

2 

Texture 

4 

4 

2 

Degree  o 

f Contrast:  1 = Strong;  2 = Moderate;  3 = Weak;  4 = None 

Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  Yes. 

Project  elements  are  in  foreground-middleground  zone.  The  nearest  new  transmission  line 
support  structures  would  be  approximately  1,800  feet  away.  The  new  transmission  line  support 
structures  would  be  larger  than  the  existing  ones  but  the  contrast  would  be  less  when  viewed 
from  the  highway  because  of  the  greater  distance. 

Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended.  None. 

Evaluator:  R.  Duncan 

Date:  April  2007  (Revised  August  2008) 
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Visual  Contrast  Rating  Worksheet 


Section  A.  Project  Information 


Project  Name  ON  Line  Project  - Proposed  Action 

and  Action  Alternative 

KOP  Location 

Key  Observation  KOP  6,  View  to  NNW 

Point 

UTM  Zone  1 1 , NAD83 

VRM  Class  IV  (Las  Vegas  District) 

E 0688692 

N 4028533 

Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

Vertical  support  structures 

Line 

Horizontal 

Diagonal  boundary 

Vertical,  simple 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Dark  brown,  light  gray 

Texture 

Uniform 

Patchy 

Smooth 

Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

Flat  terrain 

Simple  forms 

Indistinct  (support 
structures,  switching 
station  equipment) 

Line 

Horizontal 

Diagonal  boundary 

Bold,  geometric 

Color 

Gray,  tan 

Gray-green 

Coated  metal 

Texture 

Uniform 

Patchy 

Coarse,  contrasty 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating 


Land/Water 

Vegetation 

Structures 

Form 

4 

4 

3 

Line 

4 

4 

3 

Color 

4 

4 

3 

Texture 

4 

4 

3 

Degree  o 

Contrast:  1 = Strong;  2 = Moderate;  3 = Weak;  4 = None 

Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  Yes. 

Project  elements  are  in  foreground-middleground  zone.  The  new  transmission  facility 
equipment  is  approximately  3.5  miles  away  and  would  likely  not  be  visible  from  the  KOP. 
Management  objectives  for  Class  IV  would  be  met. 

Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended.  None. 

Evaluator:  R.  Duncan 

Date:  April  2007  (Revised  August  2008) 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

VISUAL  CONTRAST  RATING 
WORKSHEET 


Date:  June  3,  2010 
District:  Ely,  Egan  Field  Office 
Resource  Area: 

Activity  (Program): 


Section  A.  Project  Information 

1.  Project  Name:  ON  Line  RSS-Site  B 4.  Location:  5.  Location  Sketch: 

Substation  Sub-Alternative 


2.  Key  Observation  Point:  KOP  7 

3.  VRM  Class:  III 


Township  17N 
Range  59E 
Section  9 


Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Desription 
1.  LAND/WATER  2.  VEGETATION  3.  STRUCTURES 


FORM 

Flat  in  the  foreground  and 
middleground;  slightly 
angular,  lumpy,  and  ridged 
in  the  distance. 

Clumped,  rounded  and  lumpy 
in  the  foreground;  flat  to 
lumpy  in  the  middleground 
and  distance. 

Blocky,  cubical  and 
rectangular  (building);  flat, 
horizontal  (roads);  flat 
vertical  (fence). 

LINE 

Line  is  dominated  by  the 
ridgeline,  which  is 
horizontal  with  some 
curvilinear,  jagged  vertical 
and  diagonal  elements  in 
the  distance. 

Vertical  and  diagonal  elements 
in  the  shrubbery  in  the 
foreground;  horizontal 
vegetation  patterns  in  the 
middleground;  some  vertical 
and  diagonal  elements  in  the 
distance  as  vegetation  varies 
along  the  topography  of  the 
hills  and  mountains. 

Vertical,  horizontal,  and 
diagonal  (building); 
curvilinear  (roads);  vertical 
and  horizontal  (fence). 

COLOR 

N/A.  Landform  covered  by 
vegetation;  see  vegetation 
description. 

Bright  green  with  whites,  tans, 
and  browns  in  the  foreground; 
patchy  darker  green  to  almost 
black  and  purple  in  the  middle 
ground;  patchy  tan,  shades  of 
gray-green  and  dark  green  in 
the  distance. 

White,  gray,  tan 
(building);  white,  gray,  tan 
(roads);  gray  (fence). 

TEXTURE 

N/A.  Landform  covered  by 
vegetation;  see  vegetation 
description. 

Coarse  and  brushy  in  the 
foreground;  smooth  to  stippled 
in  the  middleground  and 
distance. 

Smooth  (building);  course 
and  stippled  in  the 
foreground,  and  smooth  in 
the  middleground  (roads); 
coarse  and  corrugated 
(fence). 
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Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 

1 .  LAND/WATER  2.  VEGETATION  3.  STRUCTURES 


FORM 

Flat 

N/A 

Stick-like  and  knobby  (A- 
frame  structures  and 
electrical  components);  flat 
(road  and  fence). 

LINE 

Subtle  horizontal 
elements 

N/A 

Mostly  vertical  with  some 
horizontal  elements  (tower 
and  A-frame  structures); 
vertical  to  diagonal  (road  and 
fence). 

COLOR 

Tan  to  gray 

N/A 

Flat  to  chalky  gray  (tower 
and  substation  electrical 
components);  tan  to  gray 
(road);  standard  colors  to  be 
used  on  fence;  white  flashing 
light  on  tower. 

TEXTURE 

Smooth  (given  distance 
from  KOP) 

N/A 

Smooth  (tower,  substation 
electrical  components  and 
road);  smooth  to  corrugated 
(fence;  given  distance). 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating  Q SHORT  TERM 

2.  Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives? 
(Explain  on  reverse  side) 


LONGTERM 

13  YesQ  No 


3.  Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended? 


M YesQ  No 


Evaluators’  Name(s):  Machelle  Davis  Date(s):  June  24,  2010 


l. 

DEGREE 

OF 

CONTRAST 

FEATURES 

LAND  / WATER 
BODY 

VEGETATION 

STRUCTURES 

Strong 

Moderate 

Weak 

None 

Strong 

Moderate 

Weak 

None 

Strong 

Moderate 

Weak 

None 

ELEMENTS 

Form 

□ 

□ 

IE 

□ 

□ 

□ 

IE 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

IE 

Line 

□ 

□ 

IE 

□ 

□ 

□ 

IE 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

IE 

Color 

□ 

□ 

□ 

IEI 

□ 

IE 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

□ 

IE 

Texture 

□ 

□ 

□ 

IE 

□ 

□ 

□ 

IE 

□ 

n 

□ 

IE 
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Section  D.  (Continued) 

Comments  from  item  2: 

KOP  7 is  located  at  the  west  end  of  Jake's  Valley  along  Highway  U.S.  50,  looking  east  across  the  valley. 
Because  of  the  location  of  the  proposed  substation  it  would  not  be  visible  to  west  bound  travelers  on  U.S. 
50.  The  proposed  substation  would  be  visible  to  east  bound  travelers  entering  Jake's  Valley  from  the  west, 
beginning  at  this  KOP.  Eastbound  vehicles  traveling  on  U.S.  50  would  be  traveling  at  lower  rates  of  speed 
(45  to  50  mph)  approaching  this  KOP  because  the  road  is  winding.  Travelers  would  be  accelerating  as 
they  enter  the  flat,  open  area  of  Jake's  Valley  where  the  speed  limit  is  65  mph.  Entering  Jake's  Valley  from 
the  west,  the  view  changes  from  a relatively  narrow  winding  canyon-like  setting  to  an  open,  spacious 
valley  with  views  for  miles,  so  the  tendency  will  be  for  viewers  to  take  in  the  sweeping  views.  From  this 
KOP  the  proposed  substation  would  be  located  directly  east,  approximately  8 miles  across  Jake's  Valley. 
This  KOP  is  located  somewhat  elevated  above  the  valley  floor.  The  substation  site  would  be  at 
approximately  the  same  elevation  across  the  valley. 

Because  the  proposed  microwave  tower  is  planned  to  be  200  feet  tall  it  would  require  lighting  on  the  top. 
This  lighting  would  be  visible  and  attract  the  attention  of  the  viewer  to  the  proposed  substation,  especially 
at  night.  Aside  from  the  lighting,  the  vertical  elements  of  the  substation  would  slightly  contrast  with  the 
surrounding  horizontal  elements  of  the  landscape.  This  contrast  would  be  muted  by  the  background  of 
rolling  hills  and  mountains,  which  contain  vertical  and  diagonal  line  elements  and  themselves  contrast 
with  the  horizontal  lines  of  the  valley.  If  the  fencing  proposed  to  surround  the  substation  uses  standard 
colors  it  would  help  blend  the  substation  with  the  surrounding  vegetation.  However  the  fence  would  only 
be  8 feet  high  while  the  remainder  of  the  electrical  components  would  be  85  feet  high.  Given  the  distance 
from  which  the  proposed  substation  would  be  viewed  from  the  KOP,  the  gray  color  of  the  electrical 
components  should  blend  somewhat  with  the  background  gray-green  to  dark  green  and  black.  Also,  given 
the  distance  of  the  proposed  substation  from  which  it  would  be  viewed  from  the  KOP,  it  would  be  a 
relatively  small  component  of  a large  and  spacious  natural  landscape;  the  road  to  the  substation  would  be 
barely  visible,  if  at  all.  The  proposed  substation  would  contrast  with  its  surroundings  and  be  most  visible 
when  the  sun  is  setting  in  the  west  and  the  low  angle  light  is  directly  hitting  the  substation. 

Summary:  The  substation  would  be  visible  in  the  landscape.  The  lighting  on  top  of  the  200-foot  tall 
microwave  tower  would  attract  attention  of  casual  viewers  passing  by  this  KOP.  However,  the  substation 
would  be  a relatively  small  component  of  an  open  landscape  with  a backdrop  of  rolling  hills  and 
somewhat  rugged  mountains.  The  substation  would  be  visible  and  the  lighted  tower  would  attract 
attention,  however  it  would  not  dominate  the  view. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 

The  8-foot  chain-link  fence  proposed  to  surround  the  substation  should  use  colored  slates  on  the 
north  and  west  sides.  The  colors  should  be  selected  from  the  Standard  Environmental  Colors 
chart.  Beetle  may  be  a good  candidate  given  the  dark  color  of  the  distant  landscape  behind  the 
proposed  substation  site. 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR  Date:  June  3,  2010 

BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT  District:  Ely,  Egan  Field  Office 

Resource  Area: 

VISUAL  CONTRAST  RATING  Activity  (Program): 

WORKSHEET 


Section  A.  Project  Information 

1.  Project  Name:  ON  Line  RSS-Site  B 4.  Location:  5.  Location  Sketch: 

Substation  Sub-Alternative 


2.  Key  Observation  Point:  KOP  8 

3.  VRM  Class:  III 


Township  17N 
Range  59E 
Section  1 


Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 
1.  LAND/WATER  2.  VEGETATION  3.  STRUCTURES 


FORM 

Flat  in  the  foreground  and 
middleground;  slightly 
angular,  lumpy,  and  ridged 
in  the  distance. 

Short  wedge  to  column  shaped 
clumps  of  grass  in  the 
immediate  foreground  with 
lumpy  rounded  shrubs  toward 
the  middleground;  flat  to 
slightly  lumpy  in  the  distance. 

Flat  vertical  (fence)  and 
long,  v-shaped  cut  in  the 
topography  (swale). 

LINE 

Line  is  dominated  by  the 
ridgeline,  which  is 
horizontal  with  some 
curvilinear,  jagged  vertical 
and  diagonal  elements  in 
the  distance. 

Vertical  and  diagonal  elements 
in  the  individual  plants  and 
vegetation  patterns  in  the 
foreground;  strong  horizontal 
vegetation  line  in  the 
middleground;  some  diagonal 
elements  in  the  distance  as 
vegetation  varies  along  the 
topography  of  the  hills  and 
mountains. 

Subtle  vertical  lines 
(fence) 

COLOR 

Tans  to  light  rust  in  the 
foreground  only; 
middleground  and 
background  landform 
covered  in  vegetation  - see 
vegetation  description. 

Bright  to  medium  greens  with 
whites  and  tans  in  the 
foreground;  shades  of  green, 
gray-green  and  tans  in  the 
middleground;  shades  of  gray- 
green  and  dark  green  in  the 
distance. 

Black  (fence  posts); 
landform  color  comes 
from  the  swale. 

TEXTURE 

N/A.  Landform  covered  by 
vegetation;  see  vegetation 
description. 

Coarse  and  grassy  in  the 
foreground;  course  and 
shrubby  in  the  middleground; 
mottled  to  smooth  in  the 
distance. 

Smooth  (fence  posts); 
stippled  (swale). 
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Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 

1.  LAND/WATER  2.  VEGETATION  3.  STRUCTURES 


FORM 

Flat 

N/A 

Stick-like  and  knobby  (A- 
frame  structures  and 
electrical  components);  flat 
(road  and  fence). 

LINE 

Subtle  horizontal 
elements 

N/A 

Mostly  vertical  with  some 
horizontal  elements  (tower 
and  A-frame  structures); 
vertical  to  diagonal  (road  and 
fence). 

COLOR 

Tan  to  gray 

N/A 

Flat  to  chalky  gray  (tower 
and  substation  electrical 
components);  tan  to  gray 
(road);  standard  colors  to  be 
used  on  fence;  white  flashing 
light  on  tower. 

TEXTURE 

Smooth  (given  distance 
from  KOP) 

N/A 

Smooth  (tower,  substation 
electrical  components  and 
road);  smooth  to  corrugated 
(fence;  given  distance). 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating  □ SHORT  TERM  E3  LONG  TERM 

2.  Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  £3  YesO  No 
(Explain  on  reverse  side) 

3.  Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended?  IXI  Yesl  I No 


Evaluators’  Name(s):  Machelle  Davis 


Date(s):  June  24,  2010 
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Section  D.  (Continued) 

Comments  from  item  2: 

KOP  8 is  located  on  the  western  side  of  Jake's  Valley,  along  Highway  U.S.  50,  at  the  intersection  with  the 
Ruby  Lake  Road  traveling  roughly  north.  Because  of  the  location  of  the  proposed  substation  it  would  not 
be  visible  to  west  bound  travelers  on  U.S.  50.  The  proposed  substation  would  be  visible  to  east  bound 
travelers  entering  Jake's  Valley  from  the  west.  Travelers  heading  south  on  Ruby  Lake  Road  would  come 
to  a stop  before  turning  onto  U.S.  50  and  would  be  looking  in  the  direction  of  the  substation.  Travelers  on 
U.S.  50  from  the  west  would  slow  or  come  to  a stop  to  turn  onto  Ruby  Lake  Road,  where  they  would  view 
the  substation  to  their  right.  From  this  KOP,  the  proposed  substation  would  be  located  east  southeast, 
approximately  7 miles  across  Jake's  Valley.  This  KOP  is  located  on  the  valley  floor.  The  substation  site 
would  be  at  a slightly  higher  elevation  than  the  viewer  at  this  KOP. 

Because  the  proposed  microwave  tower  is  planned  to  be  200  feet  tall  it  would  require  lighting  on  the  top. 
This  lighting  would  be  visible  and  attract  the  attention  of  the  viewer  to  the  proposed  substation,  especially 
at  night.  Aside  from  the  lighting,  the  vertical  elements  of  the  substation  would  somewhat  contrast  with  the 
surrounding  horizontal  elements  of  the  landscape.  This  contrast  would  be  muted  by  the  background  of 
rolling  hills  and  mountains,  which  contain  vertical  and  diagonal  line  elements  and  themselves  contrast 
with  the  horizontal  lines  of  the  valley.  If  the  fencing  proposed  to  surround  the  substation  uses  standard 
colors  it  would  help  blend  the  substation  with  the  surrounding  vegetation.  However  the  fence  would  only 
be  8 feet  high  while  the  remainder  of  the  electrical  components  would  be  85  feet  high.  Given  the  distance 
from  which  the  proposed  substation  would  be  viewed  from  the  KOP,  the  gray  color  of  the  electrical 
components  should  blend  somewhat  with  the  background  gray-green  to  dark  green  and  black.  Also,  given 
the  distance  of  the  proposed  substation  from  which  it  would  be  viewed  from  the  KOP,  it  would  be  a 
relatively  small  component  of  a large  and  spacious  natural  landscape;  from  this  angle  and  distance  the 
road  would  likely  not  be  visible  at  all.  The  proposed  substation  would  contrast  with  its  surroundings  and 
be  most  visible  when  the  sun  is  setting  in  the  west  and  the  low  angle  light  is  directly  hitting  the  substation. 

Summary:  The  substation  would  be  visible  in  the  landscape.  The  lighting  on  top  of  the  200-foot  tall 
microwave  tower  would  attract  attention  of  casual  viewers  passing  by  this  KOP.  However,  the  substation 
would  be  a relatively  small  component  of  an  open  landscape  with  a backdrop  of  rolling  hills  and 
somewhat  rugged  mountains.  The  substation  would  be  visible  and  the  lighted  tower  would  attract 
attention,  however  it  would  not  dominate  the  view. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 

The  8-foot  chain-link  fence  proposed  to  surround  the  substation  should  use  colored  slates  on  the 
north  and  west  sides.  The  colors  should  be  selected  from  the  Standard  Environmental  Colors 
chart.  Beetle  may  be  a good  candidate  given  the  dark  color  of  the  distant  landscape  behind  the 
proposed  substation  site. 


Appendix  4A  - Visual  Contrast  Rating  Sheets 
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UNITED  STATES 

DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  INTERIOR 
BUREAU  OF  LAND  MANAGEMENT 

VISUAL  CONTRAST  RATING 
WORKSHEET 


Date:  June  3,  2010 
District:  Ely,  Egan  Field  Office 
Resource  Area: 

Activity  (Program): 


Section  A.  Project  Information 

1.  Project  Name:  ON  Line  RSS-Site  B 4.  Location:  5.  Location  Sketch: 

Substation  Sub-Alternative 


2.  Key  Observation  Point:  KOP  9 

3.  VRM  Class:  III 


T ownship  17N 
Range  60E 
Section  10 


Section  B.  Characteristic  Landscape  Description 
1.  LAND/WATER  2.  VEGETATION  3.  STRUCTURE 


FORM 

Flat  in  the  foreground  and 
middleground;  slightly 
angular,  lumpy,  and  ridged 
in  the  distance. 

Inverted  conical  sprays  of 
grasses  in  the  immediate 
foreground  transitioning  to 
clumped,  rounded  and  lumpy  in 
the  foreground;  flat  to  slightly 
lumpy  in  the  middleground  and 
flat  in  the  distance. 

N/A 

LINE 

Line  is  dominated  by  the 
ridgeline,  which  is 
horizontal  with  some 
curvilinear,  jagged  vertical 
and  diagonal  elements  in 
the  distance. 

Vertical  and  diagonal  elements 
in  the  grasses  and  shrubbery  in 
the  foreground;  horizontal 
vegetation  patterns  in  the 
middleground;  some  vertical 
and  diagonal  elements  in  the 
distance  as  vegetation  varies 
along  the  topography  of  the 
hills  and  mountains. 

N/A 

COLOR 

N/A.  Landform  covered  by 
vegetation;  see  vegetation 
description. 

Tans,  greens,  gray-greens, 
brown  and  black  in  the 
foreground;  patchy  darker  gray- 
green  to  lighter  gray-green  in 
the  middle  ground;  darker  gray- 
green  and  dark  green  to  black 
in  the  distance. 

N/A 

TEXTURE 

N/A.  Landform  covered  by 
vegetation;  see  vegetation 
description. 

Coarse,  spiky  and  brushy  in  the 
foreground;  coarse  to  stippled 
in  the  middleground;  smooth  to 
stippled  in  the  distance. 

N/A 

Appendix  4A  - Visual  Contrast  Rating  Sheets 
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Section  C.  Proposed  Activity  Description 

1.  LAND/WATER  2.  VEGETATION  3.  STRUCTURES 


FORM 

Flat 

N/A 

Stick-like  and  knobby  (A- 
frame  structures  and 
electrical  components);  flat 
(road  and  fence). 

LINE 

Horizontal 

N/A 

Mostly  vertical  with  some 
horizontal  elements  (tower 
and  A-frame  structures); 
vertical  to  diagonal  (road  and 
fence). 

COLOR 

Tan  to  gray 

N/A 

Flat  to  chalky  gray  (tower 
and  substation  electrical 
components);  tan  to  gray 
(road);  standard  colors  to  be 
used  on  fence;  white  flashing 
light  on  tower. 

TEXTURE 

Smooth  (given  distance 
from  KOP) 

N/A 

Smooth  (tower,  substation 
electrical  components  and 
road);  smooth  to  corrugated 
(fence;  given  distance). 

Section  D.  Contrast  Rating  □ SHORT  TERM  [X]  LONG  TERM 

2.  Does  project  design  meet  visual  resource  management  objectives?  ^ YesQ  No 
(Explain  on  reverse  side) 

3.  Additional  mitigating  measures  recommended?  ^ YesQ  No 

Evaluators’  Name(s):  Machelle  Davis  Date(s):  June  24, 2010 
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Section  D.  (Continued) 

Comments  from  item  2: 

KOP  9 is  located  along  Jake's  Valley  Road,  approximately  4.5  miles  south  of  Highway  U.S.  50  and  a little 
more  than  two  miles  directly  west  of  the  Alternative  B substation  site.  Because  of  the  location  of  the 
proposed  substation  it  would  not  be  visible  to  westbound  travelers  on  U.S.  50  turning  onto  Jake's  Valley 
Road.  The  proposed  substation  would  be  visible  to  east  bound  travelers  on  U.S.  50  in  Jake's  Valley,  but 
they  would  lose  sight  of  the  substation  before  turning  onto  Jake's  Valley  Road.  Southbound  vehicles 
traveling  on  Jake's  Valley  Road  would  be  traveling  at  lower  rates  of  speed  (up  to  40  mph)  approaching 
this  KOP  because  the  road  is  gravel.  Jake's  Valley  Road  is  used  primarily  by  permittees  accessing  their 
permitted  grazing  allotments,  although  the  road  does  see  some  recreational  use  and  connects  U.S  50  and 
U.S.  6.  The  substation  site  would  come  into  view  approximately  2 to  2.5  miles  after  turning  onto  Jake's 
Valley  Road  from  U.S.  50.  This  KOP  is  located  slightly  lower  in  elevation  than  the  proposed  substation 
site. 

Because  the  proposed  microwave  tower  is  planned  to  be  200  feet  tall  it  would  require  lighting  on  the  top. 
This  lighting  would  be  immediately  visible  and  attract  the  attention  of  the  viewer  to  the  proposed 
substation.  Aside  from  the  lighting,  the  vertical  elements  of  the  substation  would  contrast  with  the 
surrounding  horizontal  elements  of  the  landscape.  This  contrast  would  be  somewhat  muted  by  the 
background  of  rolling  hills  and  mountains,  which  contain  vertical  and  diagonal  line  elements  and 
themselves  contrast  with  the  horizontal  lines  of  the  valley.  If  the  fencing  proposed  to  surround  the 
substation  uses  standard  colors  it  would  help  blend  the  substation  with  the  surrounding  vegetation. 
However,  the  fence  would  only  be  8 feet  high  while  the  remainder  of  the  electrical  components  would  be 
85  feet  high.  The  gray  color  of  the  electrical  components  may  blend  somewhat  with  the  background  gray- 
green  to  dark  green  and  black,  but  from  this  distance  the  substation  would  be  clearly  visible.  The  road  to 
the  proposed  substation  would  lie  to  the  south  of  this  KOP.  The  road  may  be  somewhat  visible  looking 
across  the  low  shrub  vegetation.  The  landscape  is  subtle,  natural  and  spacious,  lacking  any  other  man- 
made developments.  Because  the  substation  would  be  clearly  visible  it  would  contrast  with  the  natural 
surroundings. 

Summary:  The  substation  would  be  clearly  visible  in  the  landscape  from  this  distance  and  would  attract 
attention  of  casual  viewers  passing  by  this  KOP.  The  substation  would  be  visible  and  would  attract 
attention;  however,  because  of  the  largeness  of  the  features  in  the  surrounding  landscape  it  would  not 
dominate  the  view. 


Additional  Mitigating  Measures  (See  item  3) 

The  8-foot  chain-link  fence  proposed  to  surround  the  substation  should  use  colored  slates  on  the  north  and 
west  sides.  The  colors  should  be  selected  from  the  Standard  Environmental  Colors  chart.  Beetle  may  be  a 
good  candidate  given  the  dark  color  of  the  distant  landscape  behind  the  proposed  substation  site. 
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